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ABSTRACT 
High School Classroom Discipline: 
In Retrospect the Student's View 
September 1986 
Arthur L. Harris III 
B.A., Temple University 
M.Ed., University of Massachusetts 
Ed.D., University of Massachusetts 
Directed by: Dr. Atron Gentry 
The Problem 
The purpose of this study was to examine the opinion of first-year 
college students toward classroom disciplinary techniques they exper¬ 
ienced in high school. Surveys were directed to the first-year college 
student in the northeastern geographic region of the United States. 
Hypotheses 
This survey was guided by three hypotheses: 1) there is a sign¬ 
ificant difference among the attitudes of first-year college students 
toward high school classroom discipline; 2) there is a significant 
difference among the attitudes of female and male first-year college 
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students toward high school classroom discipline; and 3) there is a 
significant difference among the attitudes of first-year college 
students toward high school classroom discipline as it relates to the 
community in which the youth attended high school. 
Data Treatment and Analysis 
Data for the study was obtained from a questionnaire mailed to 
faculty representatives that conduct first-year courses at three 
post-secondary institutions. Surveys were administered to partici¬ 
pants during their regular class periods by cooperating faculty members. 
Of the 500 surveys sent to cooperating faculty members, 240 of the re¬ 
turned surveys were considered usable. This data was collected during 
the 1983 fall semester. 
The data was submitted to statistical analysis using the chi-square 
test. Hypotheses were rejected at the 0.05 level of significance, with 
four degrees of freedom. 
Results 
Students in public secondary schools have almost no input into 
efforts to combat classroom discipline problems. The data suggests that 
students want greater input into the development of rules governing the 
classroom. Educators are calling for greater student and community 
input into the problem. However, the research indicates that neither 
the student nor the community have direct input in solving the youth 
vi i 
behavior problem. 
The study suggests no significant difference exists between the 
group surveyed as their attitudes relate to classroom discipline. 
There likewise appears to be no difference among the students based 
on their sex. No significant difference seems to exist within the 
survey group based on the type of community in which they reside. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Classroom discipline is a major problem confronting public 
secondary education in the United States (Bayh, 1975; Doyle, 1978; 
Hart and Lordon, 1978; Mendler and Curwin, 1983). Parents, students, 
teachers, elected officials, and taxpayers are alarmed at the rising 
classroom discipline problem. This growing concern was pointed out 
in the eleventh annual Gallup Poll (1979) which surveyed the attitudes 
of 1,515 adults "in all sections of the country and in all types of 
conroiunities" (1979, p. 34). One out of four surveyed cited the lack 
of discipline as the biggest problem (p. 34) facing the public school 
in the community. The lack of discipline in the school has been cited 
as a major concern in 10 of the 11 Gallup Polls from 1969 to 1979. 
Discipline in school is not a new problem (Swift, 1971; Gage and 
Berlinger, 1975; Wynne, 1981). What has caused alarm in the contem¬ 
porary educational setting is the extent and severity of the disci¬ 
pline problem (Mender and Curwin, 1983). Another alarming character¬ 
istic of violent misbehavior in today's schools is that it is neither 
isolated nor random (Alschuler, 1980). There also exists the poten¬ 
tial for severe bodily harm to teacher and student. Educators 
traditionally have considered student misbehavior as an urban concern 
however, by the 1970s rural and suburban schools considered it a 
major problem, also (Bayh, 1975; Feldhusen, 1978). 
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The classroom discipline problem in the secondary school is a 
multifarious issue (Feldhusen, 1978). Basically, causative factors 
related to the problem can be categorized as either internal or 
external to the school environment since the educational institution 
can have only minimal effect on external causative factors which 
initiate classroom discipline problems. This study directs its 
efforts toward those factors internal to the public high school. 
Examination of the internal causative factors and elements will not 
of itself reduce the problem of student misbehavior in the classroom, 
commonly referred to as the classroom discipline problem. However, 
it can have a positive impact when considered collectively. Eradi¬ 
cation of the student behavior problem is not attainable in the 
classroom; catalytic stimuli exist within and without the school 
environment. Even so, the potential for limiting, controlling, and 
redirecting undesired student behavior in the classroom by the teacher 
does exist. Let us consider a representative listing of internal 
factors which affect student discipline in the classroom. They are: 
1. The student 
2. The classroom teacher 
3. The school administrator 
4. The failure of students to participate in school 
governance 
5. Violence and vandalism committed by youth in school 
6. School theft 
7. Community and parent participation 
8. Student resistance to authority 
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9. A curriculum that is out of date and 
10. Inappropriate methods of behavior control. 
This listing is at best representative. It is suggestive of the 
abundant and complex nature of the internal factors that comprise the 
high school classroom discipline problem. Another compounding factor 
is that each element within the classroom shares a relationship depend¬ 
ent on the individual classroom's matrix. For this study to examine 
the multitude of complex factors that intertwine to comprise the class¬ 
room discipline problem in its totality would require volumes and 
exceed the scope of this investigation. 
The study's scope is limited to investigating the high school 
student's attitude toward classroom discipline. Previous investigations 
on the classroom discipline problem have ignored the student as a con- 
tributive factor in solving the problem (Johnson and Brooks, 1978). 
This oversight has created a gap in the literature related to the high 
school classroom discipline problem. This study is an effort to help 
narrow this gap and provide information pertinent to a comprehensive 
understanding of the problem. Only one segment of the aforementioned 
literary gap will be considered. Tangential factors are considred too 
for background purposes. 
A simplified definition of the term, classroom discipline problem, 
relates to student behavior, spontaneous or contrived, having achieved 
a magnitude which prohibits or retards, in a classroom setting, the 
transference of planned information from instructor to student or from 
student to instructor. The term, classroom discipline problem, has 
become an umbrella phrase which includes student misbehavior in the 
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classroom, throughout the school building, as well as felonious student 
behavior. This broad interpretation is a misnomer resulting in a mis¬ 
leading label for inappropriate student behavior whether in or outside 
the classroom. This study is primarily concerned with student mis¬ 
behavior in the classroom and references to the classroom discipline 
problem in this study are concerned with youth behavior in the class¬ 
room or learning environment that impedes the instructional process. 
The belief that this problem is widespread throughout our public 
school system is not correct. It involves a small percentage of youth 
who exhibit antisocial behavior. However, their disruptive potential 
is in excess of their number. The classroom discipline problem is not 
limited to the classroom; student misbehavior exists in the halls, rest¬ 
room, gymnasium, athletic field, stairs, auditorium, and elsewhere 
about the school. 
Inappropriate adolescent behavior in high school classrooms, 
referred to as the classroom discipline problem, is a viable contempo¬ 
rary issue. Today many classroom teachers are spending significant 
portions of class time addressing behavior problems. This weakens the 
primary mission of the teacher which is to facilitate the transference 
of information. 
Contemporary student misbehavior problems, according to Johnson 
and Brooks (1979), have evolved over the last two centuries. They 
consider student misbehavior in instructional situations prior to the 
19th century as insignificant. Once instruction became a formalized 
systemic experience indirectly affecting individual or group surviva¬ 
bility, student misbehavior started to become a noticeable concern. 
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By the late 1950s the student misbehavior issue in school began to 
surface (Rubel, 1977). 
The evolution of school discipline problems out-paced the develop¬ 
ment of the American public school system. Johnson and Brooks (1979) 
offer an abridged discussion of that evolutionary school system devel¬ 
opment. They begin with the one-room school house consisting of a 
schoolmaster or schoolmistress with several dozen youth of varying 
ages and academic ability. Instruction and control were based on 
Elizabethan principles which considered physical punishment common 
(Valentine, 1940), and the in loco parentis doctrine was generally 
accepted. During the first half of the 19th century teachers were 
required to have little formal training. Their major responsibility 
was the maintenance of order. 
The establishment of normal schools in the 1840s started formal¬ 
ized teacher preparation. With the growth of urban centers in the 
north from 1800 to 1860, state educational systems began dividing 
students into grade levels and by ability. The in loco parentis 
doctrine gave teachers authority similar to parents and supported 
teacher-initiated punishment as a means of achieving classroom order. 
Corporal punishment by the mid-19th century was still an important 
control method; however, it had been reduced to the status of last 
resort. Previously, punishment was considered the primary method of 
control. 
The 20th century altered the 19th century tax-supported school. 
Corporal punishment was no longer considered an appropriate method 
of classroom control. Most states required teachers to participate 
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in an internship or practice-teaching program before entering the class¬ 
room or receiving a license to teach. The in loco parentis doctrine, a 
primary axiom of the public educational system, was abolished by 1969 
and replaced by "due process" (Myers, 1979). 
The 1874 Kalamazoo case upheld "the right to establish high school 
at public expense" (Thomas, Kinney, Coladarci, and Fielstra, 1961, 
p. 36) which initiated the expansion of the high school system nation¬ 
ally. The following figure illustrates that expansion using data taken 
from Thomas, Kinney, Coladarci, and Fielstra. 
Number of Pub!ic 
High Schools Year Number Enrolled 
160 1870 
800 1880 11,277 
2500 1890 212,962 
6000 1900 519,257 
25000 1930 4,799,867 
1950 6,149,000 
1950-60 11 ,251 ,796 
Figure 1. Expansion of the American public high school system 
Nationally (p. 37). 
In Massachusetts the first free public high school was founded in 
1821. It was named the Boston English High School (p.35). The Massa¬ 
chusetts state legislature in 1827 supported the establishment of such 
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schools throughout the state (Callahan and Clark, 1977). By 1870 the 
basic structure of the public high school had been established 
(Callahan and Clark, 1977). 
National and international events began shaping education in the 
United States by the mid-20th century. The educational effort in the 
United States at the close of World War II mirrored the nation's obses¬ 
sion to surpass the Soviet Union in the "space race". Educational 
emphasis was altered, according to Mason (1972), from stressing be¬ 
havioral development to emphasizing and praising academic achievement 
over all else. The decade of the 1950s marks the emergence of a class¬ 
room discipline problem and the subsequent fallout. 
In addition to schools not teaching students appropriate behavior, 
after World War II enrollments increased and so did the student mis¬ 
behavior problem. The movement to provide education for all youth in 
America introduced a greater number of youth into schools and increased 
the problem of controlling student behavior. 
Initially the classroom discipline problem was considered an urban 
problem (Bayh, 1975); by the late 1960s and 1970s the problem had 
permeated all levels of society. Even with the improvements brought 
on by the 20th century, antisocial student behavior became a major 
societal concern. The inability to achieve discipline in the class¬ 
room was a major cause cited by neophyte instructors as their primary 
reason for refusing to return to the classroom. 
The classroom discipline problem traditionally has been considered 
a student problem. Today it is a three-fold societal issue involving 
theoretical, fiscal, and human concerns. Insight into each concern 
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is helpful in developing a general understanding of the student disci¬ 
pline problem in the classroom. Theoretical approaches to the class¬ 
room discipline problem have attempted to provide patented solutions. 
Theory alone is incapable of reducing the classroom discipline problem. 
Classroom control theories employed in the classroom can provide 
an avenue in which the student behavior problem can be examined, thus 
enabling the observer to recommend procedures to minimize the problem's 
effect on the class while altering the offender's behavior. Theoretical 
approaches to classroom discipline range from dictatorial to laissez 
faire. Within these extremes are numerous behavior control theories, 
each claiming to solve the discipline problem in part or in total. 
Those theories claiming a solution to the classroom discipline problem 
are over-zealous, because no proven solution exists. 
The fiscal concern related to the classroom discipline problem is 
inherent since public schools are tax supported. According to Bayh's 
(1976) finding, $600 million is spent annually on vandalism in public 
schools nationally. This figure exceeds the annual national expendi¬ 
ture for textbooks. If this money could be redirected toward construct¬ 
ive educational use, it would be a boon. 
The human concerns in the classroom involve primarily the student 
and the teacher. These concerns exceed the classroom setting to en- 
compass the total individual. Teachers advertently or inadvertently 
cause student misbehavior in the classroom (Duke, 1978). Students, 
too, are responsible for their many acts of misbehavior. The inter¬ 
action between student and teacher in the classroom varies as the 
characters change. 
9 
The lack of effective classroom discipline is not a new problem. 
However, today it has reached alarming proportions, while "high school 
administrators are often reluctant to concede a problem exists" (Feld- 
husen, 1978, p. 27). The level of violence has turned our nation's 
schools into battlegrounds (Bayh, 1975). Teachers, administrators, and 
students find their physical safety continually threatened with little 
schooling taking place in such an environment. 
The Senate Subcommittee to Investigate Juvenile Delinquency chaired 
by Senator Birch Bayh (1975) surveyed school districts from 1970 to 
1973. During this period the subcommittee found an increase in weapons 
seizures, robberies, assaults on teachers and students, and an increase 
of rape. This report stated that, "preliminary findings... indicate that 
our schools are embroiled in an escalating crisis of violence and van¬ 
dalism" (p.2) which threatens the fiber of the American public school 
system. 
The 1978 National Institute of Education Report, Violent Schools-- 
Safe Schools supports the enormous scope of the school behavior problem 
cited in Bayh's (1975) subcommittee report. According to the NIE Report 
(1978), each month 2.4 million high school students have personal prop¬ 
erty stolen, 282,000 are physically attacked, and 112,000 are robbed by 
threat of force or force on school property. 
Educational research as an academic tool has been employed to 
investigate the classroom discipline problem. Research related to this 
subject is technically sound and informative, but lacking in scope. A 
major limitation inherent in classroom discipline research is its 
failure to consider high school students as an element germane to the 
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problem and solution. 
Controlling high school student classroom behavior is largely 
addressed by employing traditional classroom disciplinary theories. 
Classroom teachers, by utilizing systematic theoretical disciplinary 
processes, expect to solve or reduce the discipline problem in the 
classroom. When specific theoretical approaches fail, the educator 
is often attacked for improper implementation. Seldom is the system 
declared inadequate. The reality is such that no singular management 
approach will solve the problem. Compulsory public education today 
brings a student population characterized by diverse ethnic backgrounds, 
abilities and needs into the classroom (Swift, 1971). This diverse 
student population alone voids the belief that one theoretical manage¬ 
ment style can solve all behavior problems in the high school classroom. 
This study is predicated in humanistic educational principles that 
break from the traditional teacher-centered management approaches and 
pursue a progressive management approach which is student-teacher 
centered. This student-teacher centered approach places equal impor¬ 
tance on student and teacher. Since the student has been ignored as 
a contributive agent for the dissolution of classroom discipline 
problems, this study centers its research on the student, the overlooked 
classroom factor. 
During the preliminary review of related literature, the exclusion 
of student input from the solution process was evident. This suggests 
a gap in research regarding classroom discipline and indicates a need 
for greater examination of student concerns as they relate to the dis¬ 
cipline problem. A comprehensive study of this gap in educational 
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research would be voluminous. Therefore, the scope of this examination 
is limited to a specific geographical region and subgroup allied to the 
problem. The geographical regions are central Pennsylvania and western 
Massachusetts and the subgroup comprises youth in their first year of 
college. 
Solutions to classroom discipline problems will not be forthcoming 
in this study; rather, the study seeks to gauge the respondents' atti¬ 
tudes toward classroom discipline which they experienced in high school. 
Statement of the Problem 
The classroom discipline problem, the student misbehavior problem, 
and the student discipline problem are terms used interchangeably when 
referring to inappropriate youth behavior in the educational environ¬ 
ment. Examination of either aforementioned terms would be expansive 
and forbid meaningful consideration of the primary topic under investi¬ 
gation in this study. The basic problem under consideration is the 
examination of recent high school graduates' attitudes toward high 
school classroom discipline which they experienced. Specifically, the 
purpose of this study is to determine if recent secondary school grad¬ 
uates in their first year of college hold differing attitudes toward 
high school classroom discipline. In addition, the study seeks to 
determine attitudinal preferences toward disciplinary situations and 
ascertain differences or similarities as they relate to sex, income, 
community, grade point average, and the type of high school attended 
among those surveyed. 
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Definition of Terms 
In the English language many words have several definitions. To 
provide clarity, terms pertinent to this study are defined as such: 
Discipline: The development of internal controls that allow a 
person to be an effective, contributing member of society and the human 
community. Discipline also allows youth to accept responsibility and 
satisfactorily complete a task without constant supervision. A dis¬ 
ciplined individual is one whose primary motivating force is internal 
and constructive. 
Classroom Management: The development and implementation of a 
comprehensive classroom program that provides a noncombative atmosphere 
in which dual transference of knowledge can take place. 
Self-discipline: Self-discipline refers to the development of 
internal controls that allow youth to achieve their academic goals and 
behave in such a manner so as not to disturb the learning environment. 
A self-disciplined youth is one who is aware of his/her goals and is 
systematically working toward that end. 
Classroom Control: Classroom control refers to those mechanisms 
utilized by teachers in the classroom environment to provide an atmo¬ 
sphere conducive to learning. Behavior management, curriculum, teacher 
management, the physical classroom environment, and class size are 
components that either aid or detract from the control teachers have 
in the classroom. A rigid system it is not and each teacher approaches 
class control differently. The theme central to understanding this 
concept is the utilization of management techniques to assist in the 
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creation of an atmosphere that is compatible to the dual exchange of 
knowledge from teacher to student and in the reverse. 
Achieving High School Graduates: Those youth that graduated 
from high school and were enrolled in their first year of college at 
the time this survey was conducted. This is only one group of achiev¬ 
ing high school graduates. 
Eclectic Classroom Management: Eclectic classroom management is 
that style of classroom management that borrows from primary management 
theories and their subdivision. The essence being to provide an envi¬ 
ronment that enables students to develop and move towards their personal 
goals. It rejects those management techniques at both theoretical ex¬ 
tremes as unacceptable--authoritarian and laissez faire. 
Misbehavior: Misbehavior is some action on the part of a student 
that interrupts or detracts from the orderly conduct of the school or 
classroom, such as fighting, swearing, etc. 
Classroom Teachers: Classroom teachers are select individuals in 
a high school who instruct in a specific academic discipline or in a 
specific occupational area. They are a major element in the classroom 
and additional duties include guidance and group leadership. 
Secondary School: Secondary schools are institutions that consist 
of grade levels 10, 11, and 12. In addition, there is an administrative 
staff, teaching staff, guidance personnel, secretarial staff, and main¬ 
tenance staff that comprise this type of public institution. The terms 
secondary and high school will be used interchangeably in this survey. 
Classroom: A classroom is an institutionalized setting in which 
instruction is provided. Limited parameters and one or more classrooms 
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comprise a school. 
Recent High School Graduates: This term, for the purpose of the 
study, refers to those first-year college students who have not been 
out of school for more than one calendar year. 
Significance 
Teachers, teacher trainers, high school administrators, and those 
directly and indirectly affected by student behavior in the classroom 
will find this study significant. There are at least three reasons 
why this research is needed. First, it will provide student attitudinal 
information on classroom discipline methods by surveying recent high 
school graduates. Second, it will address a major gap in research on 
classroom discipline. Third, it will indicate what future student atti¬ 
tudes toward classroom discipline might be. 
This study will provide an image of the respondent's attitudes to¬ 
ward classroom management styles they experienced in high school. 
Respondents graduated from high school in the past year, giving them a 
period of time to reflect on their respective high school experiences. 
In addition, respondents are enrolled in their first year of college, 
free from teacher reprisal, and able to recall their high school ex¬ 
periences . 
Approaching the issue of classroom discipline from the student's 
position is essential to providing answers to the discipline problem. 
Educators know the opinions of administrators and teachers on the sub¬ 
ject, but the student's attitude remains a mystery. Even so, educators 
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continue seeking solutions to the student misbehavior problem with 
little knowledge of today's student attitudes about school and classroom 
control techniques. Such a limited understanding of the student pre¬ 
cludes any verifiable solution to the school discipline problem. While 
each student is different, there are similar characteristics. By study¬ 
ing the attitudinal characteristics of youth it will help to bridge a 
gap in educational research. Such insight can support the development 
of systematic friendly methods designed to reduce the discipline problem 
and support the learning process. 
This study breaks away from tradition to examine the first-year 
college student's attitude toward high school classroom discipline tech¬ 
niques. Such a study of this group has not been attempted; therefore, 
the results can only add to existing data related to classroom discipline. 
This population was selected because of their potential to be future 
leaders and opinion setters in their communities. Their attitudes on 
classroom discipline are potentially far-reaching. 
Del imitations 
For the purpose of this study, the following delimitations are 
made: 
1. The study is limited only to those first-year college 
students who have graduated from high school not more 
than 12 months prior to being surveyed. Participants 
surveyed attended colleges in eastern Pennsylvania or 
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or western Massachusetts. 
2. The population survey is stratified and the sample size 
is small. This prohibits generalization of the findings 
to other groups of high school graduates and high school 
students. 
3. Respondents are asked for generalized responses to the 
items on a questionnaire. 
4. The study was further limited by the staff that agreed to 
assist in administering the survey. 
5. The study was primarily concerned with the participants' 
attitudes regarding classroom discipline which they ex¬ 
perienced during their high school years. Secondly, 
the study was concerned with demographic factors and 
their effect on the participants' responses. 
Basic Assumptions 
The basic assumptions prior to conducting this study are as 
follows: 
1. The questionnaire will reveal the students' attitudes 
toward classroom discipline which they experienced 
while in high school. 
2. The post-secondary institutions selected are repre¬ 
sentative of those institutions in the northeastern 
region of the United States. 
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3. For the purpose of this study the sample population 
is reliable. 
4. A study of this nature has not been previously 
conducted. 
Summary 
Data for this study was collected from first-year students at 
three post-secondary institutions in the northeastern region of the 
United States. The study seeks to determine the respondent's atti- 
tudinal preferences as they relate to classroom discipline. The 
sample of 240 male and female first-year college students from urban, 
suburban, and rural areas were surveyed during the 1983 winter semester. 
The collected data were subjected to computer analysis. 
The second chapter is a review of related literature on secondary 
classroom discipline. Chapter three describes the collection procedure 
and the treatment of data generated for this study. Chapter four con¬ 
sists of data collected from the population sample and the results of 
the analysis. The final chapter includes a summation, conclusion, and 
recommendations for future investigations. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
This chapter is a review of the literature related to the class¬ 
room discipline problem in the public secondary school. The review 
indicates classroom discipline has been an increasing problem for secon¬ 
dary education since the late 1950s. Issues relevant to this study 
are categorized into five subtopics which comprise an overview of the 
problem. The first category discusses the extent to which discipline 
problems exist in classrooms and other school areas. The second divi¬ 
sion considers the use of three diverse theoretical classroom control 
approaches. Section three is an overview of the causes and solutions 
related to classroom discipline problem in secondary schools. The fourth 
section is concerned with the high school student. The fifth section is 
an overview of legislation and litigation related to the school disci¬ 
pline problem; a summation concludes the chapter. 
The Magnitude of classroom Discipline Problems 
Understanding the magnitude of contemporary classroom discipline 
problems demands consideration of the school environment, not just the 
classroom. Student misbehavior in school is not limited to the class¬ 
room and the carryover into other areas within the school is signifi¬ 
cant (Coleman, Hoffer and Kilgore, 1982). A small percentage of high 
school students are involved in physical violence directed at students 
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and teachers or in vandalizing school property (Bybee and Gee, 1982). 
Even so, this small number of students holds other students and 
teachers hostage in the school house. This minority has brought con¬ 
siderable attention to the school discipline problem which is not 
limited to a specific demographic area or socioeconomic level (Bayh, 
1975). 
An influential study conducted by the United States Senate Sub¬ 
committee to Investigate Juvenile Delinquency (94th Congress), chaired 
by Senator Bayh, surveyed 757 school districts nationally. The survey 
examined levels of violence in public schools over a three-year period, 
1970-1973. One of the subcommittee's reports. Our Nation's Schoo1s--A 
Report Card (1975), produced alarming findings. The reports stated 
that from 1970 to 1973: 
Homicides increased by 18.5 percent; 
Rapes and attempted rapes increased by 40.1 percent; 
Robberies increased by 36.7 percent; 
Assaults on students increased by 85.3 percent; 
Assaults on teachers increased by 77.4 percent; 
Burglaries of school buildings increased by 11.8 percent; 
Drug and alcohol offenses on school property increased 
by 37.5 percent; and 
Dropouts increased by 11.7 percent (p. 4). 
These statistics are alarming to all concerned; however, a more 
frightening statistic is that by 1973 the number of weapons confis¬ 
cated by school authorities from youth increased 54.4 percent. The 
weapons included knives, clubs,pistols, and even sawed-off shotguns. 
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The subcommittee's findings present a dismal picture of the 
American public school. Even more disconcerting Is the subcommittee's 
belief that no reduction In the level of school violence and vandalism 
Is In sight. 
The estimated cost of violence and vandalism In public schools 
from 1970 to 1973 was estimated at $500 million (p. 2). Today, as 
funding for public education Is strained, school districts cannot 
long endure this expenditure. This money would have greater utility 
If spent to enhance the educational services by purchasing updated lab¬ 
oratory equipment, textbooks, and audio-visual equipment and securing 
additional faculty. 
Data from this report are alarming, and even more so, considering 
almost half of the surveys returned were incomplete. Failure to sub¬ 
mit the surveys may Indicate that many school districts did not keep 
adequate records of delinquent behavior. Poor record keeping makes 
gauging the level of violence and vandalism In schools difficult. 
Therefore, many of the figures In the subcommittee's report are esti¬ 
mations. 
Another report from the Senate Subcommittee to Investigate Juvenile 
Delinquency (94th Congress), chaired by Birch Bayh, Is titled, School. 
Violence and Vandalism; Hearings. Models and Strategies for Change. 
This report states that the cost of violence and vandalism to public 
schools total $600 million yearly and exceeds the committee's previous 
figure by $100 million. These contradictory figures are not signifi¬ 
cant, since It is agreed that either figure represents an excessive 
cost. 
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The National Institute of Education (NIE) was commissioned by 
Congress in 1974 to study the scope and causes of school violence and 
vandalism. The report was published in 1978 and is titled. Violent 
Schools—Safe Schools. Congress wanted a professional educational or¬ 
ganization to investigate the school discipline problem. NIE collected 
data using a three-fold approach consisting of a mailed survey, an on¬ 
site survey, and case studies. 
Mail surveys were sent to principals in 4,000 elementary and 
secondary schools. On-site student surveys were conducted at 642 
junior and senior high schools. Case studies were prepared on schools 
known to have violence and vandalism problems. Approximately eight 
percent (6,700) of the public schools nationally were surveyed. Find¬ 
ings indicated junior high school students are exposed to the highest 
level of physical danger, urban communities had the highest potential 
for serious crime, while equally serious problems, often not involving 
serious injury, existed in rural and suburban communities. 
Nationally, according to Violent Schools--Safe Schools, stealing 
was the most frequently reported offense in school. About 2.3 million 
students and 128,000 teachers have personal property stolen each month. 
Attacks on teachers number 5,200 and tend to be more serious than those 
perpetrated against students (282,000 monthly). Robberies each month 
total 112,000 for sutdents and 6,000 for teachers. Each month there 
are: 11,000 incidents of breaking and entering; 13,000 incidents of 
school property theft; and 42,000 incidents of vandalism. According 
to the Safe School report, "Over 25% of all schools are subject to 
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vandalism in a given month. The average cost of an act of vandalism 
is $81. Ten percent of schools are burglarized, at an average cost 
per burglary of $183. The annual cost of school crime is estimated to 
be around $200 million" (p. iii). 
Statistics cited in Violent Schools—Safe Schools (1978) are 
considered conservative, since not all acts of violence and vandalism 
are reported by schools and school districts. To maintain a positive 
school image, high school administrators and guidance personnel often 
overlook acts of violence and vandalism and if not overlooked, they 
are not reported. There is no national system of reporting misbehavior 
whether it is prankish or criminal. Schools are often perceived as 
ideal areas for antisocial student behavior, since punishment is 
negligible. 
Violent Schools--Safe Schools provides additional data relating 
to the extent of the problems. Most offenses are committed by students 
currently registered, with other students as the principal victims. 
Generally, they are the same age and from the same ethnic group. Where 
schools have a large student majority belonging to a single ethnic 
group, student violence is often directed towards the lest represented 
groups. This problem is lessened where the ethnic groups have equal 
numerical representation in school. Violent acts in schools where 
ethnic groups are equally represented generally take place within the 
same ethnic or racial group. 
In order of significance, these behavior problems appear to be the 
most harmful to classroom instruction. They are: 1) insults and pro¬ 
fanity directed towards teachers and students; 2) students avoiding 
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restrooms at school because they are fearful of attack; and 3) many 
avoiding other areas in school to deter attack. Another frighten¬ 
ing condition in school is the fear of student reprisal among teachers, 
causing some to hesitate or overlook student acts of misbehavior. 
Even some teachers avoid school and certain areas of the school build¬ 
ing and experience fear much of the time they are in school. This 
is particularly true in junior and senior high schools where a high 
crime rate is characteristic of the surrounding community. 
The Violent Schools--Safe Schools report suggested a reduction of 
leveling off of school violence and vandalism during the 1980s. How¬ 
ever, still there exists among teachers and students a significant 
fear for their safety. This fear is debilitating to the educational 
process. 
The annual Gallup Poll, a strong indicator of trends and issues 
in the American school, has ranked school discipline as one of the 
major educational issues. Eight of the nine Gallup Polls from 1969 to 
1977 indicated school discipline was a major concern among citizens 
nationwide. The eleventh annual Gallup Poll (1979) surveyed 1,514 
adults. Each adult was interviewed in his/her home; each section of 
the country was represented, and all types of communities were examined. 
The poll's question was stated: "The American public perceives the 
perennial problem of discipline as the most important problem facing 
the public schools" (p. 34). Approximately every fourth respondent 
named discipline as the major problem for schools. 
Walter Doyle (1984), author of "Are Students Behaving Worse Than 
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They Used to Behave?" in the Journal of Research and Development in 
Education, examined discipline problems in public schools from the 
1880s to 1970s. Doyle's study questions the accuracy of available 
data. He believes the ambiguity lies with individual interpretations 
of discipline problems and school criminal acts of the time. There¬ 
fore, Doyle believes "little serious historical investigation has 
been directed to the topics of school discipline, pedagogical practice, 
or student behavior" (p. 3). However, Doyle was able to gather infor¬ 
mation indicating that in 1910, 20 percent of the average cost per 
student ($26.50) was spent on repairs. Even though such information 
suggests vandalism may have existed at this time, it was not a serious 
problem. Doyle (1978) also finds "Juvenile crime in the latter part 
of the 19th century existed in the streets rather than in the schools" 
(p. 7). He sees no total increase in youth misbehavior today. It is 
Doyle's belief that youth violence simply shifted from the streets to 
the school house. 
J. R. Holland, President of Brigham Young University, on March 22, 
1984, testified before the Subcommittee on Education, Arts, and Human¬ 
ities (98th Congress). Holland's testimony, titled, "A Nation at Risk" 
addressed the erosion of education, especially in the primary and 
secondary schools. He suggests that studies of school violence prior 
to 1983 have understated the problem. He agrees that the annual cost 
for crimes against property cost nationally about $600 million. He 
cites specific incidences that are particularly appalling: a teacher 
was sexually attacked before her elementary class by outsiders. In 
another situation, a teacher watched as a student was thrown off a 
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second-story building, afraid for her own safety if she were to inter¬ 
fere. High school girls in Los Angeles set fire to their teacher's 
hair, protesting low grades she had given them. Criminal acts are 
not uncommon among youths from middle- and low-income families regard¬ 
less of the community in which one resides. Violence, drugs, alcohol, 
vandalism, and pre-marital sex are major problems impacting upon 
schools that must be curbed. 
Basic Classroom Disciplinary Theories 
Disciplinary theories employed by classroom teachers exist between 
two extremes, autocracy and anarchy. These extremes are unfit to pro¬ 
vide an atmosphere conducive to instruction. Within these extremes, 
numerous discipline theories exist. Three major discipline theories 
are considered in this literary review: authoritarian, behavioral, 
and humanist. 
Dixon (1967) considers the authoritarian style of classroom dis¬ 
cipline as demonstrative to student development. Individual student 
growth is hampered by the authoritarian classroom teacher who dictates 
to students, suppressing initiative. The authoritarian school, also 
referred to as traditional or totalitarian classroom discipline has 
discomfort as its central theme. This discipline approach is preva¬ 
lent in the American public school system and particularly in urban 
schools. 
On the surface, Stenhouse (1967) observed that the authoritarian 
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style of discipline provides the appearance of control, suggesting 
learning is taking place. Students are commanded by the teacher to 
be quiet and movement throughout the classroom is constantly monitored. 
Rigid codes, rules and regulations exist covering every possible stu¬ 
dent infraction; these are strictly enforced by the teacher. These 
authoritarian classroom disciplinarians present a challenge to students. 
Instructors' use of excessive authority becomes a catalyst fostering 
classroom disturbances, rather than creating a cooperative atmosphere 
conducive to constructive student goal fulfillment. The authoritarian 
discipline approach emphasizes correction rather than education. It 
also fosters an incorrect image of student control. 
The Authoritarian Personality, a study prepared by Adorno, Frenkel - 
Brunswik, Levinson, and Sanford (1950), characterized the authoritarian 
as undesirable. The 20th century has seen an ever-growing number of 
attacks against the authoritarian and Adorno was one of the leaders in 
this movement. According to his study, adherents to the authoritative 
doctrine exhibit anti-democratic tendencies which are destructive to 
the learning process. 
In addition to Adorno's condemnation of the authoritative person¬ 
ality, other educators express similar views. Amos (1967) believes a 
democratic society does not want authoritarian individuals preparing 
American youth. Kirscht and Dillehay (1967) characterized the teacher 
that utilizes authoritarianism as his or her standard means of class- 
discipline as basically weak and dependent and having sacrificed the 
capacity for genuine experience to maintain an unstable sense of order 
and safety that is psychologically satisfying to the teacher. 
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Mackechnie (1967), in his dununciation of this approach, describes 
the authoritarian classroom instructor as one who substitutes rigid 
stereotypes of youth in place of affectionate and individual exper¬ 
iences. Larson (1972) perceives stringent classroom posture which is 
inherent to authoritarian classroom discipline as deleterious to the 
learning environment. Larson believes students understand their posi¬ 
tion in the class and reject authoritarianism. No one need put today's 
students in "their place" in the contemporary high school. 
Teacher superiority is a belief central to the discussion of the 
authoritarian. This concept supports the belief that education flows 
from the teacher to the student. Paulo Freire (1970) refers to this 
singular transference of information, from the authority figure to the 
subordinate, as the "banking theory". Freire's theory likens students 
to receptacles into which teachers deposit information. Students' con¬ 
tributions to the class are considered inconsequential by teachers. 
Youth are encouraged to obey, while self-initiation is looked upon as 
nonconformity. Freire feels this is a major problem in education and 
is common to authoritarian discipline. 
Teachers who demonstrate excessive authority toward students in 
class often incur hostility. Clark (1975) observed: "Since the means 
are authoritarian and the end--maturity and independence--cannot be 
reached by such means. Only dependence, submissiveness and docility 
are achieved through constant and unrelenting control of youth" (p. 
15). There needs to be a degree of freedom where students can share 
input equal to their level of maturation. 
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Swift (1971) also addressed the undesirable aspects of the auth¬ 
oritarian approach to classroom control. It is supportive of the divi¬ 
sion between teacher and student with the student as the subordinate. 
Harsh discipline is a behavior control mechanism that forces students 
into submission and forces others to leave. Such treatment, according 
to Swift, might even lead students, "to overt retaliation against the 
teacher and the school" (p. 50). Not only does this classroom control 
method castigate the offender but also those innocent members of the 
class are adversely affected. 
Passmore (1980) depicted the authoritarian classroom control 
method as critical of students. The teacher is often zealously criti¬ 
cal of their student's behavior. The focus is on student failures and 
their shortcomings, resulting in students that are "extremely critical" 
(p. 170) of their environment. The success of this system means stu¬ 
dents rigidly hold to a set of habits which if they modify or stray 
from those habits it will induce guilt. Students are not capable of 
critically analyzing their actions and are unquestioningly obedient 
to authority. 
Melvin (1952) denounced punishment which is a central concept in 
the authoritarian classroom control theory. Punishment is not con¬ 
sidered by most contemporary educators as a corrective measure in the 
classroom. Melvin considers it the least effective method to improve 
the behavior of students. Melvin stated, "The difficulty with punish¬ 
ment is that it does not remove the cause and seldom improves individ- 
ual's ways of acting" (p. 116). The after effects are often negative, 
causing students to dislike teachers, schools, and learning. 
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A. Attributes: obedience to authority, manipulation 
and control. 
B. Derivative Approaches: retributive approach, preventative 
approach. 
C. Weakness: negative student image, unquestioning 
obedience to authority, rigidity, pro¬ 
hibits critical thinking. 
Figure 2. A summary of the authoritarian model of classroom discipline. 
Authoritarian (e.g., Adorno, et. al., The Authoritarian Personality, 
1950; Passmore, The Philosphy of Teaching, 1980). 
Behavior modification is a classroom control theory that derived 
from behavioral ism. Since behavior is learned, supporters considered 
this approach as an answer to the classroom misbehavior problem. 
Sulzer and Meyer (1972) offer a basic overview of behavior modification 
as a classroom discipline theory. They date the origin of behavior 
modification to the early works of Watson and Pavlov. These early 
leaders were concerned with behavioral experimentation. Their experi¬ 
mentation began in the late 19th century and is considered classic 
today. The following are brief examples of each person's work: Pav¬ 
lov's experiment involved the conditioning of a dog to respond by 
salivating at the sound of a bell. The bell was rung when food was 
presented. As the experiment continued, the sound of the bell alone 
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initiated the desired response, salivation. In Watson's experiment, 
a child was presented with a pet rat. Each time the child was given 
the rat a loud noise followed scaring the child. The child associated 
the disturbing noise with the rat. When the pet appeared without the 
noise, the child exhibited fear and crawled away quickly. Today Wat¬ 
son s experiment would be outlawed. There is a brand of human insen¬ 
sitivity exhibited by both experiments which is, to some extent, still 
associated with contemporary behaviorism. Behavioral definitions 
stress changing behavior while lacking consideration of the moral and 
human issues. 
With the recent introduction of behavioral analysis into the class¬ 
room, educators have sought to scientifically explain disruptive stu¬ 
dent behavior. The reliance on psychological terms and procedures was 
an effort by educational psychologists to explain in simplistic terms 
complex behavior and discipline problems (Sulzer and Meyer, 1972). In 
the main, behaviorism like other management approaches does not func¬ 
tion alone; behavior is not simplistic. 
Behavior modification addresses behavior problems in a rudimentary 
manner. The basic procedures, according to Sulzer and Meyer are: 1) 
select the target behavior; 2) develop a goal; and 3) introduce a stim¬ 
uli that achieves the desired response and continue or repeat the pro¬ 
cess until the desired behavior has replaced the undesired behavior. 
Problems associated with behavior discipline programs are signifi¬ 
cant when introduced to a secondary setting. Several shortcomings of 
the behavioral approach exist: trained personnel are needed to im¬ 
plement a program, the approach is oriented to the individual rather 
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than to a group, and there is an exact procedure to follow. Behavioral 
science does not take into account the sophisticated perceptual devel¬ 
opment of today's youth nor the question of morality. Together these 
failings cause one to question the feasibility of behavioral modifica¬ 
tion as a discipline approach. 
Trained personnel are needed to initiate a behavioral program on 
the secondary level. The behavioral specialist is trained to work with, 
not apart from, the teacher. The specialist is trained in procedure, 
not in subject matter or content, and could not replace the teacher. 
Since the cost of a behavioral specialist is significant, many high 
schools are unable to afford even one. 
One behavioral specialist per institution is adequate if the per¬ 
son is able to train others in the procedure, thus helping to expand 
the program at very little added expense. By training others, the 
specialist has a greater opportunity for consultation, training, and 
designing new programs. The fact is that there are too few behavioral 
specialists. Educators that have not received instruction in design, 
implementation, and evaluation of behavior management programs can do 
great damage. 
The number of students in classrooms today illustrates the need 
for an expedient group approach to discipline. Application of group 
stimuli makes prediction and control impossible feats. The unattended 
youth presents questions as to whether discipline alone is dynamic 
enough to control a classroom. Once youth are aware of the desired 
response they are able to manipulate the procedure by giving the 
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response they desire, making the outcome invalid. 
Prediction and control of student behavior are significant to be¬ 
havior modification programs. Sulzer and Meyer state: "Once the 
functional relationships which exist between an individual's behavior 
and the variables controlling that behavior are discovered one can pre¬ 
dict that the individual will probably behave similarly in the future, 
and that behavioral control is possible" (1972, p. 250). The variables 
that interplay within an individual are complex. Therefore, a subjec¬ 
tive conclusion cannot be drawn regarding projected student behavior 
in the classroom; therein lies a considerable shortcoming in the behav¬ 
ior modification theory. 
Realistically, behavioral analysis can have a part in the overall 
discipline program, where the initiators and recipients have a common¬ 
ality between them and the number of students is small. 
Attributes: a scientifically based approach; effective 
with motivational problems; built-in eval¬ 
uation system. 
Derivative Approaches: programmed instruction; intermittent rein¬ 
forcement; extinction. 
Weaknesses: individual approach; ethical concerns with 
methodology; trained personnel required. 
Figure 3. A Summary of the behavior modification model of classroom 
discipline. Behavior modification (e.g., Sulzer and Meyer, Behavior 
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Modification Procedures for School Personne1, (1972). 
Valett (1977) views the humanistic classroom discipline system as 
an alternative to the traditional and scientific methods used to 
achieve control in the classroom. The humanistic classroom defined 
by Valett is characterized as one in which the individual is helped 
to become a self-directed, responsible, self-realized and a social 
human being" (p. 4). Overworked urban instructors who find this sys¬ 
tem desirable usually feel it is too idealistic for the hard-core inner 
city classroom. Teachers that use the humanistic approach to address 
the individual behavior concerns of youth become aware of the enormous 
need and are eventually overwhelmed. The large number of teacher-student 
contacts that urban instructors encounter daily prevents one from ad¬ 
dressing each student's behavioral needs. Valett's definition of human¬ 
istic discipline implies that the teacher who does not reach each youth 
in the classroom has failed. 
Swift (1971) does not agree with Valett's implication that failure 
to reach an individual student lies solely with the teacher. He feels 
there exists an element in the public high school that is unreachable. 
Also, Swift believes failure to address a student's needs may lie in 
external factors over which the classroom teacher has little control. 
There are those instructors who equate humanism with love. Dis¬ 
ruptive youths are to be greeted by the teacher with love, cheerful¬ 
ness, and praise regardless of the disturbance or its frequency. 
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Smith (1971) warns of the difficulties associated with love. He ex¬ 
plores the bewildering situation a first-year teacher experienced try¬ 
ing to love all the students. Whatever the situation the teacher was 
to respond in a cheerful manner trying never to appear angry. At 
year's end the teacher refused to sign a new contract which puzzled the 
administrator. The teacher cited the failure to achieve discipline in 
the classroom as the major reason. It is important that humanists 
praise good behavior but not condone student behavior that is counter¬ 
productive to the classroom environment. 
Gage and Berlinger (1975) offer an overview of the humanistic ap¬ 
proach to classroom control. Their overview provides a broad descrip¬ 
tion of humanism as a philosophical, instructional, and behavior control 
method in the class. Philosophically, humanism is a compilation of di¬ 
verse groups "including conventional as well as 'far out', who are 
interested in exploring human potential through every device, ranging 
from body massage through control of the alpha rhythms in human brain 
waves" (p. 653). This divergent group holds some principles and methods 
which bind them together. Some generally accepted methods and princi¬ 
ples associated with the humanistic classroom control process are self- 
analysis. Their theoretical base is existential philosophy, and the 
humanization of an inflexible and inhuman public school system. 
Instructional methods are diverse in the humanistic school. They 
range from a totally free school system void of grades and tests to a 
structured learning environment which might include rote. Central to 
humanistic instruction is the concern to create an atmosphere where 
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there is little fear of expression, students seek to achieve self- 
direction, education is client-centered, and emphasis is on learning 
how to learn. 
Using the principles of humanism as a behavior control technique, 
according to Gage and Berliner, is not external to the student. Self- 
control is the only true control over youth behavior, achieved by per¬ 
mitting students to learn what they need or want to know, learning how 
to learn, allowing students to evaluate their own work, letting students 
know feelings are as important as facts and maintaining a nonthreatening 
atmosphere which makes behavior control a moot issue. The student is 
doing what he/she wants to do and the result is the elimination of 
student-teacher conflict. 
Within the humanistic movement there exists problems stemming from 
factions, negativism, teacher competency, and overkill. According to 
Gage and Berliner, factionalism is greater than it appears, negativism 
is more widespread than reform, and some reformers are so zealous they 
call for disregarding all school activities even though some are bene¬ 
ficial. These problems could bring about the demise of the humanistic 
movement. To reduce these devisive problems, Gage and Berliner recom¬ 
mend, "humanistic education...come to grips with the needs of society 
as well as with those of the individual" (p. 655). They recommend not 
sacrificing societal needs for the individual. In their closing state¬ 
ment on humanism they warn against inflexibility and question if the 
"full-fledged application of such a principle" (p. 655) would not be 
a detriment to society. 
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Kolesnik (1970) marks the beginning of this movement in the late 
1940s with the coalescence of the "existential, personalized, phenomen¬ 
ological, perceptual, and organic" (p. 14). Disagreement existed among 
these differing humanistic schools but it was their agreement on "basic 
assumptions about human nature which warrant their being grouped to¬ 
gether" (p. 15). They disagree with the behavioral and Freudian con¬ 
cepts, while agreeing on man's ability to be self-determined with a 
freedom of choice, and that the search for values would guide behavior 
and give personality meaning. 
Mason (1972) based his discussion of the humanistic educational 
principles on "Arthur Combs, Abraham Maslow, Earl Kelly, Gordon Allport, 
and Carl Rogers" (p. 219). The aggregate is a compilation of the es¬ 
sence of humanistic educational thought which is, "Self-actualization-- 
the state of being that facilitates the continuation of growth and 
change" (p. 20), the goal of humanistic education. 
The individual student is controlled from within by a system of 
values similar to others but unique to the individual student. The 
youth is considered important, not the rules, but "he cannot live in 
a state of anarchy" (p. 236). Experiences are important but the indi¬ 
vidual needs the ability to "accept what he perceives" (p. 231). "The 
teacher is in a position to foster individual growth...facilitate devel¬ 
opment of originality and creativity by providing a climate as well as 
basic skills and tools which make exploration possible" (p. 247). The 
humanistic approach is not adverse to controlling the behavior of youth 
in classrooms. However, it does disagree emphatically with authoritar¬ 
ian and scientific methods which they believe impedes successful 
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adjustment to reality and thwarts self-actualization. 
The teacher is responsible for providing an "atmosphere and op¬ 
portunity to enable each individual to grow and change" (p. 247). 
Teachers work with the student to encourage and understand the youth 
and allay feelings of defensiveness characterized by the student-teacher 
relationship. 
Advocates of the humanistic approach support eliminating grades, 
standardized tests, and IQ scores if their use detracts from the stu¬ 
dent. The person must transcend test scores which are only records, 
not the person. "Hence, the educational notions stressed by this move¬ 
ment have been severely criticized for being anti-intellectual, romantic, 
superficial, and impractical in an industrial society" (p. 251). 
The humanistic approach is concerned about the individual student 
and in assisting the student in finding a comfortable place in society 
while stressing positive self-discipline. Soucier, Wendel, and Mueller 
(1972) regard humanism as a constructive means of addressing classroom 
behavioral problems because it emphasizes positive self-discipline to 
achieve a goal or object. In this approach the leader takes on the role 
of a moderator rather than a "benevolent dictator." This tends to ease 
student and teacher friction because both are working toward the crea¬ 
tion of self-discipline. Students are encouraged to participate in the 
goal development of the group and in goal acquisition. 
The humanist directs energy toward the excessive-regressive be¬ 
havior patterns, which are usually overlooked in the classroom by the 
other disciplinary approaches. The excessive regressive student is 
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withdrawn and sullen and usually nonproductive in the classroom. The 
humanistic classroom control method tries to address the needs of this 
youth. Concern is with each youth realizing and moving toward their 
goal. For the passive youth it may be the first time in the public 
school experience that a teacher has taken time to address their needs. 
Disruptive youth receive constant consideration; however, in a room 
where the instructor tries to direct attention toward each youth it 
makes disruption for the sake of gaining attention a moot issue. 
Humanism has been absent from the secondary classroom. To cor¬ 
rect this situation educators must initiate human policies in the class¬ 
room. Humanism alone will not eliminate behavior problems typical of 
the inner-city public school. A humanistic approach to classroom dis¬ 
cipline will enable the instructor to prepare the class as a group to 
accept some governance responsibilities. Once students begin to accept 
their responsibilities in the classroom, the discipline function can be 
shared. Giving the youth total control is not the objective; partici¬ 
pation is. With gradual implementation of a well-thought-out plan the 
instructor can strive toward participatory classroom control, a goal 
of humanistic classroom discipline. 
A. Attributes: self-actualization; supports student crea¬ 
tivity; provides basic investigation skills. 
B. Derivative Approaches: democratic approach; anarchy; free school. 
C. Weakness: internal descent; radical; may be harmful 
to society. 
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Figure 4. A summary of the humanistic approach to classroom disci¬ 
pline. Humanism (e.g., Gage and Berliner, Educational Psychology, 
(1972). 
Causes for the Rising Problem 
The failure of discipline in the educational setting is catastro¬ 
phic. Left unchecked, while incidence levels fluctuate, public edu¬ 
cation cannot long endure. Discipline problems emerge from the school 
or from without. Causative factors internal to the school are of a 
primary concern in this study. Internal factors are those elements 
within the school environment that classroom teachers, administrators, 
and students can positively impact, resulting in reduced frustration 
and improved youth and adult behavior in the classroom. 
Jessup and Kiley (1971) investigated the causes of classroom 
discipline. Categories they examined were teacher-caused, student- 
caused, administrator-caused, and parent-caused classroom disciplinary 
problems. Their last category is excluded from this review. Teacher- 
caused behavior problems in the classroom occur at a significant rate. 
Teacher response to classroom situations determines the teacher-student 
relationship. Teacher actions in the classroom impact on the offender 
and the entire class. Those teachers who seek strict enforcement of 
each and every rule and regulation are destined to encounter student 
resistance. Strict enforcement can only hinder the instructional pro- 
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cess by pitting student and teacher against each other. Rules are only 
of value, according to Jessup and Kiley, when they enhance the learning 
experience. 
The causes of discipline problems characteristic of the classroom 
teacher are, according to Jessup and Kiley: a nonenthusiastic tone of 
voice; classroom rules contrary to other teachers; teacher vulnerability; 
degrading a student; confrontation; third-degree technique; handling 
and touching; sarcasm; nagging; and inconsistent teacher behavior. Of¬ 
ten the teacher unwittingly is a catalyst for unacceptable student be¬ 
havior. 
Student-caused classroom discipline problems are also a major 
source of misbehavior in the classroom. Students bring into the class¬ 
room multifarious factors that interplay and complicate classroom dis¬ 
cipline. The contemporary senior and junior high school students often 
are resistant to constituted authority which is carried from one class¬ 
room to the next. Then there is the withdrawn youth who is ofter over¬ 
looked. Such youth create no disturbance in class and pose no threat 
to others. Teachers often overlook withdrawn students; however, trying 
to bring these youth out can generate problems for the classroom, since 
they may need individual help. 
The inability of students to achieve success, and their subsequent 
failure to develop a positive sense of worth and success in the class¬ 
room, are causative factors. Teachers, according to students, set 
traps with their rules which are designed for the youth to fail. Under 
such an adversarial relationship, student misbehavior is nurtured. 
Jessup and Kiley also categorized student-caused classroom disici- 
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pline problems as: irritating the teacher; constant talking; failure 
to keep emotions controlled; loud unsolicited outbursts in class; sass- 
ing; love, either student-to-student or student-to-teacher; failing to 
meet responsibilities; tardiness; truancy; absenteeism; profanity; 
breach of trust between student and teacher; vandalism; violence; drugs; 
and alcohol. 
Discipline problems where the administrator knowlingly is the 
catalytic agent are a rarity. When such incidences occur, the primary 
cause is inter-school bureaucracy. A complex school bureaucracy sup¬ 
ported by authoritative administrators serves to frustrate both student 
and faculty. Student frustration leads to anger which, in turn, fosters 
unacceptable behavior. 
In addition, teacher criticism serves as a causative agent. Admin¬ 
istrators who blame teachers for the breakdown in school discipline only 
support student misbehavior. A more advantageous posture for administra¬ 
tors would be one of working with the teaching staff to limit or elimi¬ 
nate the problem. 
Duke (1978), while conducting a survey of Bay High School in Sub¬ 
urban San Francisco, discovered that out of 30 discipline issues, 19 
were related to inappropriate acts of teachers and administrators. Duke 
categorized adult behavior that is thought to cause student misbehavior 
as: 1) inconsistent rule enforcement; 2) failure to comply with school 
disciplinary practices; 3) a lack of sensitivity toward student problems, 
4) inadequate data concerning student behavior; 5) teachers' lack of 
management skills; and 6) inadequate administration of discipline 
policies. Each of these categories served to initiate student mis- 
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behavior in the classroom. 
According to Duke's article, students in this school had no input 
in the governance, rule enforcement, or curriculum. Adults were con¬ 
sidered more important than students, and teachers—on the whole-were 
callous toward student needs. At Bay High the teacher was a formidable 
contributor to student-teacher tensions. 
Baybee and Gee (1982) consider the phenomenon of violence in 
schools. They point out that the discipline problem is not new. Tradi¬ 
tionally educators "worried about controlling the class and about minor 
student disruptions such as talking to friends, spit wads and hiding 
erasers" (p. 99). This was a problem thought to be "the exclusive 
province of student teachers...and beginning teachers" (p. 99). Today 
the problem is a fear for most teachers. Bybee and Gee believe the 
school discipline problem has reached its highest known level and in¬ 
cludes a wider variety of socioeconomic groups in American than ever 
before. 
Bybee and Gee estimate that antisocial student behavior was ele¬ 
vated from the level of prankishness to criminal acts during the late 
1950s and early 1960s, "and that it was clearly a problem by 1965" (p. 
101). It is their belief that, "school violence continued to escalate 
into the early 1970s" (p. 101), after which the growth of the problem 
began to subside. They estimate 15 percent of the urban schools are 
affected and 4 to 6 percent of the rural schools. Suburban schools 
fall somewhere in between the two. 
"The home, the television, the school, and the students" (p. 100) 
are considered by Bybee and Gee as causative agents associated with the 
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contemporary classroom discipline problem. These causative agents 
combined contribute to the complex and violent nature of student mal¬ 
adaptive behavior in the classroom. There are those that believe the 
school discipline problem is the result of "larger societal factors 
over which the school system has no control" (p. 105). Still others 
believe "school conditions that are outdated, repetitive, unpleasant, 
and irrelevant, and...those who suggest that the problem lies with the 
individual" (p. 105) are to be considered since the external school 
factors exceed this investigation. 
Schools contribute to maladaptive student behavior by prohibiting 
student input on academic and nonacademic matters. Students have little 
to do or say in course selection or staffing. In nonacademic matters 
students are not consulted on school rules, policies, or extracurricular 
activities. Bybee and Gee argued, "evidence indicates that giving stu¬ 
dents access to decision-making can increase student commitment and 
decrease offenses against the staff and school" (p. 110). 
In today's school the authoritarian teacher exists. Teachers still 
respond to student misbehavior in an authoritarian or abrasive manner. 
Teachers use grades as a disciplinary tool and corporal punishment is 
still utilized. The use of such negative reinforcement is under in¬ 
vestigation by members of the educational community. One clear response 
of students to negative reinforcement is anger which they direct toward 
school property, teachers, and students. 
Another factor that contributes to the level of violence in the 
school is the student. Student self-esteem which "includes a sense of 
control over one’s own destiny and power to regulate the environment" 
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(p. 113) seems to influence behavior. Low self-esteem is associated 
with antisocial behavior in the school or classroom. "Students who 
evidence low self-esteem generally are fearful of others, and in social 
groups, such as classrooms, remain isolated, shy, passive, sensitive to 
criticism, and preoccupied with inner problems" (p. 113). Individual 
students that exhibit low self-esteem tend to exhibit a greater ten¬ 
dency toward antisocial behaviors. Students with a high level of self¬ 
esteem, "produced the following results: high personal regard by 
parents, demand for high standards of behavior, and consistent and fair 
enforcement of rules" (p. 113). Contrary to low-esteem, discipline was 
not harsh and rewards were used rather than punishment. The youth with 
high-esteem was less of a behavior problem. In many instances these 
youth did, no matter how minimal, participate in school governance. 
Bybee and Gee consider part of the foci of the student misbehavior 
problem to exist with the school and the student, while the others are 
exterior to the school and are home, television, and society. They 
perceive the school discipline problem as one that includes all com¬ 
munities and is not localized geographically or economically" (p. 120). 
The classroom discipline problem encompasses the total youth population. 
Classroom Discipline--The Student 
Applied high school classroom discipline has largely excluded the 
students' concerns. Traditionally, the classroom discipline problem 
has been considered a problem for classroom teachers to solve. Con¬ 
temporary investigators, such as Bayh (1975), Rube! (1977), and 
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Feldhusen (1978), call for a combined effort to solve the school dis¬ 
cipline problem which involves students, teachers, school administrators, 
parents, government agencies, and the community. Synopses of several 
studies related to the student and the school discipline problem are 
considered. 
Coleman (1982) prepared a study, high school and beyond, based on 
data collected in 1980 by the National Opinion Research Center (NORC) 
at the University of Chicago. This study surveyed 1,015 high schools 
which numbered 30,280 sophomores and 28,450 seniors in public, paro¬ 
chial, private, and high-performance schools. The participants re¬ 
sponded to a variety of educational topics of which responses to the 
school discipline questions are considered. 
According to Coleman's (1982) report, 44 percent--a majority of 
the seniors sampled--considered high school discipline effective and 
strict. Questions related to effectiveness, strictness, and fairness 
of discipline practices received a majority response of 45 percent, 
plus ratings in the good to excellent categories. 
The total percentile response for sophomores and seniors that 
rated teachers' interest in their students as excellent, was 11 per¬ 
cent and 14 percent, respectively. Public school students registered 
the lowest response, which was less than the total percentile response 
of the sample. To these questions sophomores and seniors in private 
and parochial schools registered a percentile response twice that of 
the total sample response. Among the high performance public schools, 
15 percent of the seniors and 16 percent of the sophomores rated 
teachers' interest in their students as excellent. The high-performance 
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private school response to the question was 64 percent for seniors and 
55 percent for sophomores. 
Teacher interest in students, along with the effectiveness, strict¬ 
ness, and fairness in school disciplinary practices, received signifi¬ 
cant ratings of good to excellent from seniors and sophomores in the 
parochial and private high schools, according to Coleman, et. al_., (p. 
19). Public high schools responded low in these areas, suggesting a 
less than harmonious relationship between classroom teachers and stu¬ 
dents. 
Coleman's report also provides an assessment of high school disci¬ 
plinary problems, such as: absenteeism, cutting class, verbal abuse 
directed toward teachers, fighting, drugs, alcohol, and vandalism. The 
report points out these problems exist to varying degrees in private 
and public schools. Public schools, even the high-performance public 
schools, exhibited the highest incidence rate, with parochial schools 
having the lowest incidence. Private and high-performance private 
schools' incidence of disciplinary problems falls between the public 
and parochial school incidence rate. 
A study by Rubel (1977) examined student disorders in the class¬ 
room from 1950 to 1975. This study was generated from existing statis¬ 
tical data and historical accounts on disruptive high school student 
behavior. Types and frequency of offenses, intensity of misbehavior, 
and the schools' response to unacceptable student behavior were areas 
considered in this study. 
Types of student offenses have evolved from classroom disorders 
in the 1950s to acts of violence against persons and school property 
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by 1970. During the 1970s, disruptive student behavior injurious to 
the individual or damaging to school property was considered criminal. 
The frequency of student disorder according to Rubel increased at a 
greater proportion than did the growth of the high school population 
from 1950 to 1970. Fights between students illustrate the increased 
intensity of disorder. Student fights have always been a concern; 
however, they changed from verbal abuse to fist fights to assaults 
with dangerous weapons by 1970. In response to the increasing level 
of violence, schools are legally required to observe due process and 
school personnel no longer had exclusivity over the student. 
The late 1960s saw the resurgence of school security officers 
whose function was to protect human life and school property. 
Rubel considered student crime in public high schools as contro¬ 
versial. It has generated concern among the general public, the U. S. 
Congress, and federal law enforcement agencies. Rubel categorized 
student crimes committeed by students on school grounds are extortion, 
robbery, and student assaults on teachers. 
Student assaults on teachers exceed simply putting "hands on". 
By assault Rubel was referring to situations that are potentially in¬ 
jurious. This study found that most teacher assaults were committed 
by those not enrolled in the school. Parents and older students that 
previously attended the school committed a majority of the assaults. 
Also, when students assaulted teachers, it was the result of teacher 
provocation, with junior high students the major offenders. 
The 1950 to 1975 period studied by Rubel is divided into three 
distinct periods: 1950 to 1964, 1964 to 1971, and 1971 to 1975. 
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Accordingly, during each time period student disorders were distinctly 
different. Disorders typical to the first period, 1950-1964, were dis¬ 
orderly students and prankish misbehavior. Out-of-school suspensions 
were common and the loco parentis concept was largely accepted. By 
1964, student disorders distinct to this period were a breakdown in 
student-teacher relations, testing of the teacher, the rise of student 
rights, and educational theorists who believed classroom control came 
before learning. Student behavior disorders specific to the third 
period, 1971-1975, according to Rubel, were an apparent decline in 
classroom disorders, an increase in youth crime, an increase in school 
and community tolerance of student's school rules, and an increased 
public conern over serious school crime. 
High school disruptions that occurred from 1969 to 1971, according 
to Rubel, did not reach the magnitude of college or street protests and/ 
or riots. Generally, the observation is that school disorder tapered 
off as court decisions were made in the students' favor. The apparent 
reduction of student disorder gave rise to increased criminal activity 
among high school youth. And the level of fear in school increased 
more among faculty than students as the incidence of school crime in¬ 
creased. Rubel explains this phenomena by pointing out that adults 
are more aware of acts defined as criminal, they have a greater aware¬ 
ness of the serious potential of the activity, and teachers daily inter¬ 
act with a large cross section of the student population. Students are 
generally insulated in school with little exposure to those of their 
peer cluster. Another trend, according to Rubel, is associated with 
school crime, which has increased in the area of personal crime, while 
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property crime has decreased. 
As student enrollment increased both the number and cost of van¬ 
dalism, arson, and burglary increased. Programs developed to prevent 
and reduce student crime and violence have been developed and initiated 
by adults, with the student excluded from this process. It is Rubel's 
position that the failure to include the student makes it difficult to 
arrive at a solution to the school discipline problem. 
Gang activity is a serious potential disorder in the classroom. 
Rubel warns of a phenomenon called class saturation which exists when 
enough students in a classroom belong to the same gang. The potential 
for classroom disorder is great and gang crime is real. For the first 
time, gang turf includes the school ground. Rubel considers the gang 
crime issue as only a few years away for rural and suburban high schools, 
but an increasing current problem in the cities. 
Rubel's overall picture of student disorders in the classroom is a 
bleak one. In the future he warns of a decrease in daily attendance, 
increase in violent criminal activity in school, a rise in victimless 
crimes, and a declining interest in education among youth. 
The National School Boards' Association (NSBA) in 1977 published, 
Report: Discipline in Big City Schools. The survey included 100 
school districts nationally. The school discipline problem, accordin- 
to the NSBA report, is growing regardless of the school district's 
ethnic or racial composition. School discipline problems are a national 
concern for parents, school officials, and students; reduction of the 
problem is a shared responsibility for each concerned group. The com¬ 
mittee considered discipline a more serious problem for junior rather 
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than senior high schools with the involvement of a small percentage 
of the school population. Tardiness, truancy, and class cutting were 
found to be the most frequent disciplinary problems. Other major of¬ 
fenses, according to the report, are insubordinations, profanity, de¬ 
fiance, and fighting. It is the association's opinion that school 
discipline problems are best understood by the classroom teacher; how¬ 
ever, reducing the problem will take the efforts of all concerned. 
McPartland and McDill (1977) compiled papers presented at a De¬ 
cember 1975 Washington conference conducted by the Council for Educa¬ 
tional Development and Research (CEDaR) This compilation of research 
asserted that schools promote delinquent student behavior because stu¬ 
dents have no say in the governance procedure. The destruction of th.e 
family is cited as a more significant cause for student misbehavior in 
school. 
Glasser (1978) observed that student disorders today are no dif¬ 
ferent from behavior disorders throughout society. He believes there 
are two ways to keep order in school*, the first is through fear; the 
second would be to give the student a "stake" in the institution. He 
found that students who participate in school activities such as clubs, 
sports, and committees are less likely to be disruptive. 
Students today retain their individual rights granted them under 
the Constitution of the United States upon entering the school building; 
these inalienable rights are not forfeit. Myers (1979) is of the opin¬ 
ion that, "Rights have been granted reluctantly to students by courts 
and legislatures" (p. 363). According to Myers, students historically 
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had few legal rights. However, during the past 25 years the situation 
has changed. Each branch of federal and state governments--the execu¬ 
tive, legislative, and judiciary--is involved in public education to¬ 
day. The rights of students are independent of the school, school 
officials, and the parents. The First and 14th Amendments are fre¬ 
quently cited when arguing the rights of students. The First Amend¬ 
ment denies the establishment of any congressional law that might pro¬ 
hibit or hinder the freedom of speech or press, the right to peaceful 
assembly, and the right to petition the government for redress. Ac¬ 
cording to Myers, the 14th Amendment has been used to protect the in¬ 
dividual's right of expression against encroachment from states or state 
agencies, such as schools and their agents. The due process clause in 
the 14th Amendment prohibits states from infringing on students' rights 
without due process. It assures all students of the right to be repre¬ 
sented when accused of an offense and when seeking equal educational 
opportunity. This is the letter of the law. The reality is that, 
"implementation of a court's decision will normally be gradual and will 
remain unknown to many persons for years after the decision is made 
(p. 367). Even so, court decisions and legislation are important be¬ 
cause they do affect life in the classroom. 
In Tinker vs. Des Moines Independent Community School District 
(1969), a group of students sought to express their disagreement with 
the Vietnam War by wearing arm bands to school, symbolizing their op¬ 
position. School officials suspended a group until they removed the 
arm bands. The district court, according to Myers, supported the 
school official's decision because the "officials feared a disturbance" 
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(p. 369). However, the Supreme Court overturned the district court's 
decision since the students were neither disrupting school nor in¬ 
fringing on the rights of other students. This decision also pointed 
out that schools did not have absolute authority over the students. As 
a result of the Tinker decision, teachers should be aware that students 
have rights. 
Freedom of the press is a right accorded students with basic guide¬ 
lines for publication. Generally, there must be rules pertaining to 
the submission of material to school officials prior to publication. 
Said material must be examined on the basis of predetermined guidelines 
as to its acceptability or unacceptability for publication and distri¬ 
bution. Basic censorship standards suggest that the material should 
not be inflammatory. In Eisner vs. Stamford Board of Education the 
court ruled that school personnel could stop the circulation of materials 
that would disrupt the regular operation or discipline of the school. 
"The basic purpose of due process is to reduce the risk of error... 
it gives one an opportunity to be heard before being punished" (p. 373). 
This the Supreme Court has stated as an "exclusive right". The excep¬ 
tion is when a "clear and present danger" (p. 374) exists. In two 1975 
cases, Gross vs. Lopez and Wood vs. Strickland, the Supreme Court over¬ 
turned the local courts' decisions because the students' right to due 
process had been violated. Both cases were instrumental in removing 
the immunity school administrators enjoyed from damages. 
In loco parentis is not dead and it has some application regarding 
search and seizures. Myers points out that the Fourth Amendment does 
not protect students from searches. Courts usually rule in favor of 
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the school where searches are conducted in an effort to maintain order 
and discipline. In State vs. Stein (1969), a Kansas court ruled that 
school administrators had the right to inspect lockers. However, in 
State vs. Mora (1975), the Louisiana Supreme Court declared unconsti¬ 
tutional the school administrator's search of a student's wallet. 
Summary 
This chapter has presented an overview of the classroom discipline 
problem in the public secondary school. The literary review revealed 
that discipline in the public secondary school was a major concern in 
the 1960s and 1970s. It is premature to suggest that the classroom 
discipline problem has leveled off or been reduced during the 1980s, 
since the decade is only half over. The literature showed that rela¬ 
tionships between students and teachers are adversarial at best. Even 
though a minor percentage of public secondary schools report a signifi¬ 
cant discipline problem, the level of disorder, delinquency, and crime 
exceeds acceptable levels. 
The causative agents within the school environment associated with 
the secondary classroom discipline problem are students, teachers, and 
administrators. Administrators foster student disorder by insisting 
on complex bureaucratic procedures that thwart student efforts. Teach¬ 
ers contribute by bringing negative attitudes into the classroom, by 
inappropriate touching, and inconsistent behavior. The student, the 
least understood element in the classroom, surely is a causative agent. 
The contemporary student brings to the classroom a multitude of be- 
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havior and attitudinal problems. 
Basic classroom discipline theories used to achieve classroom con¬ 
trol were reviewed. The authoritarian approach to classroom discipline 
is the least desired approach. The behavioral approach seeks to alter 
behavior with little regard for moral implications. The behavior school 
emphasizes the process rather than the student. The humanist approach 
to classroom discipline emphasizes cooperation and mutual respect be¬ 
tween the student and teacher as they work toward a mutually agreed- 
upon goal. The humanist school promises a strong potential to reduce 
the classroom misbehavior problem. 
Teachers that wish to maintain a positive atmosphere in their 
classrooms should afford students the same rights they afford adults. 
A good rule of thumb is to treat students with the same amount of res¬ 
pect that you expect them to show you. And the teacher should always 
be prepared to present a relevant lesson; subsequently, managing the 
behavior of high and junior high school youth should not be a persis¬ 
tent problem. 
Lastly, the student is concerned about classroom discipline. Stu¬ 
dents have little input in solving the school discipline problem. In 
the public school, students' perception of their classroom teachers' 
concern about their performance is considerably low. Student class¬ 
room misbehavior may be decreasing; however, current trends indicate 
an increase in crime. 
CHAPTER III 
TREATMENT AND COLLECTION OF DATA 
The literary review indicates educators have avoided examining 
high school student's attitudes towards disciplinary techniques em¬ 
ployed by classroom instructors. Various techniques are utilized by 
secondary classroom teachers to achieve and maintain classroom dis¬ 
cipline. In an effort to reveal the high school student's attitudes 
towards high school classroom discipline, entry-level college stu¬ 
dents were surveyed. 
Primarily the study sought to examine the first-year college stu¬ 
dent's attitudes regarding the high school discipline he/she experi¬ 
enced. Students participating in the study were enrolled in three uni¬ 
versities in the northeastern region of the United States. Each parti¬ 
cipant had experienced three years of high school discipline and there¬ 
fore was expected to have an opinion on his/her disciplinary experience. 
Hypotheses 
This survey considered three hypotheses: 
Hypothesis 1. There is a significant difference among the atti¬ 
tudes of first-year college students toward high school classroom dis¬ 
cipline. 
Hypothesis 2. There is a significant difference among the atti- 
tudes of female and male first-year college students toward high school 
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classroom discipline. 
Hypothesis 3. There is a significant difference among the atti¬ 
tudes of first-year college students toward high school classroom dis¬ 
cipline as it relates to the community in which the youth attended high 
school. 
Each hypothesis in its null form was statistically tested using 
the chi-square test of independence, where applicable, and rejected at 
the .05 level of significance. 
Research Design 
The survey method is the research design used to conduct this sur¬ 
vey. A questionnaire was developed to collect data concerning the re¬ 
spondent's attitudes toward secondary classroom discipline. 
A multitude of variables was considered during the construction 
of the questionnaire. However, the scope of the investigation was 
limited to seven independent variables: age, sex, annual family income, 
community in which respondent attended high school, grade-point average, 
year graduated from high school, and type of high school attended. 
These variables are also referred to as demographic factors. 
The dependent variable is the student's attitude as it relates to 
classroom discipline. Each participant completed a 22-item question¬ 
naire designed to examine the student's opinion on high school class¬ 
room disci piine. 
Age of the first-year college student and type of high school at¬ 
tended are the variables controlled by population selection. In 
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addition, information regarding the participant's sex, annual family 
income, year of graduation from high school, and grade-point average 
were collected. 
Population and Sampling Procedures 
The study is limited to first-year college students in institutions 
located in eastern Pennsylvania, western Pennsylvania, and western 
Massachusetts. The two post-secondary institutions from Pennsylvania 
are located in rural communities and the third is in a suburban western 
Massachusetts community. 
From each institution a representative sample was chosen from their 
first-year student population. These institutions were selected on the 
basis of faculty members who volunteered to administer the questionnaire 
to first-year students. A consent form accompanied each questionnaire. 
Participants were asked to sign the consent form; however, many refused 
to sign the consent form but responded to the questionnaire. Responses 
were not rejected for failure to sign the consent form. 
The combined total of first-year students attending the three in¬ 
stitutions during the 1983 winter semester was 3,926. This figure is 
based on information provided by the registrar from each post-secondary 
institution. The total sample is comprised of 54 from urban areas, 89 
from suburban communities, and 97 from rural communities. In Table I, 
the sample size is illustrated with additional pertinent information. 
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Table 1 
Sample Size 
Institution 
First^-year Student 
Population Size Sample Size Used 
Group WU 740 54 
Group IU 2,956 62 
Group PS 230 124 
Totals 3,926 240 
Survey Instrument 
After reviewing the literature, no studies similar to the one pro¬ 
posed by the researcher existed; therefore, no suitable investigative 
instrument was available. It became necessary for the researcher to 
develop an instrument that would address the purpose of the study. 
The survey instrument utilized in this study (see Appendix A) was de¬ 
signed to determine the first-year college student's attitudes toward 
his/her classroom discipline experience while in high school. Students 
responded in agreement or disagreement or were neutral in their re¬ 
sponses to 22 various school disciplinary items. 
Questionnaire items referring to disciplinary situations were 
developed from the literature and represent contemporary high school 
A Likert scale (Oppenheim, 1966) was used to discipline situations. 
register student response to the questionnaire items. In addition 
the questionnaire included demographic data. 
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During the 1983 summer semester, the survey instrument was devel¬ 
oped and a pilot study was conducted to refine the questionnaire. Par¬ 
ticipants in the pilot study responded to the 40 questionnaire items. 
From their comments, the number of items was reduced to 22. 
The validation panel was provided an amended copy of the survey 
that included the alterations suggested by the pilot study. The panel 
consisted of the following: 1) Dr. Frank Scarpino, Chemistry instruc¬ 
tor, Bloomsburg High School and adjunct faculty, College of Education, 
The Pennsylvania State University; 2) Dr. Gordon Nelson, Associate Pro¬ 
fessor of Human Development, The Pennsylvania State University, Schuyl¬ 
kill Haven Campus; and 3) Dr. Stephen Couch, Assistant Professor of 
Sociology, The Pennsylvania State University, Schuylkill Haven Campus. 
Instrument Administration 
Questionnaires were mailed to those faculty members who had agreed 
to administer them among their first-year class groups. The question¬ 
naire packets consisted of a letter of explanation and a stamped self- 
addressed envelope for returning the questionnaires. Those that ad¬ 
ministered the survey were requested to return the questionnaire packets 
within 10 working days and each volunteer complied. 
Treatment of the Data 
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Upon receipt of the questionnaires the survey instruments were 
sorted into usable and unusable responses. Responses whose demographic 
information indicated their age was greater than 20 years, had grad¬ 
uated from high school in 1983 or 1984, and had attended high schools 
labeled parochial, private, or others were rejected if they fit into 
any of these three groupings. All other responses were considered 
usable. 
Usable responses to the survey instrument were tabulated, coded, 
and processed at The Pennsylvania State University, Hazleton Campus. 
Initially, data was tabulated into raw scores and percentages. The 
data was statistically analyzed using the chi-square test of signifi¬ 
cance. The chi-square test was not used where observed responses were 
zero (Ferguson, 1981). 
Hypotheses generated by the study were tested for significance in 
the null form. The level of significance for the null hypothesis is 
.05. 
Summary 
This study's purpose was to examine the attitudes of first-year 
college students toward the high school disciplinary techniques they 
experienced. The survey population was a stratified random sample 
selected from three post-secondary institutions. Participants responded 
to a questionnaire indicating acceptance or disagreement to specific 
disciplinary situations. Results of the chi-square test and inspection 
are the basis upon which the null hypothesis was accepted or rejected. 
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Chapter four is an intepretation of the compiled data, 
acceptance or reaction of the null hypothesis. 
while reporting 
CHAPTER IV 
ANALYSIS OF DATA 
This study seeks to determine the attitude of high school graduates 
in their first year of college regarding school discipline they ex¬ 
perienced while attending a public high school. The sample population 
is stratified (Oppenheim, 1966). It represents a specific grouping of 
high school graduates, that of first-year college students. Respondents 
were randomly selected: representatives from six colleges located in 
the northeastern section of the United States were asked to participate; 
only three accepted. Participants at the three colleges responded to a 
survey that examined their attitude towards disciplinary practices ex¬ 
perienced in high school. Data was collected during the 1983 spring 
semester at each location. 
Questionnaire packets, consisting of instructions for survey par¬ 
ticipants and cooperating faculty as well as blank questionnaires were 
sent to the three universities. Of the 500 instruments mailed, 268 were 
returned completed. A total of 240 instruments after examination were 
usable, representing a 48 percent return rate. Table 2 gives the dis¬ 
tribution and percentage of total and usable returns from the univer¬ 
sities sampled. 
The questionnaire was divided into three sections. The first 
section consisted of a consent form and the second section was used 
to collect demographic data. The respondent's age, sex, family income 
high school attended, grade-point average, high school graduation date, 
62 
63 
and type of high school attended were collected. The third section 
solicited respondent's opinions to 22 questions. Responses to the 22 
questions ranged from strongly agree, agree, neutral, disagree, and 
strongly disagree. Only one response per question was accepted. 
Table 2 
Distribution and Percentage Response 
from Universities Surveyed 
Group 
Mailed 
Instruments 
Total 
Responses 
Returned 
Percent 
Responses 
Returned 
Usable 
Responses 
Percentage 
Of Usable 
Responses 
University 1 100 59 59.0 54 22.5 
University 2 200 75 37.5 62 25.8 
University 3 200 134 67.0 124 51.7 
Totals 500 268 240 240 100.0 
Data collected from the survey is reported in this chapter in 
tabular and narrative form. Results of the data are described and 
analyzed for trends. Hypothesis one as well as hypotheses two and 
three were statistically tested using the theoretical chi-square test 
where applicable. The microcomputer program, Statistics 3.0 Program 
and Documentation (1980), developed by Edu-Ware Services, Inc. of Cali 
fornia was used to determine the calculated value of chi-square. Ac¬ 
cording to Ferguson (1981), where frequency responses were zero the 
chi-square test was considered inappropriate. In such situations 
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chi-square was not calculated in this paper. Where the chi-square 
test was not applicable, analysis was achieved through inspection. 
Chi-square tests of significance were rejected at the 0.05 level of 
significance. 
The computer analysis was conducted in the microcomputer labora¬ 
tory at the Pennsylvania State University. Dr. Thomas F. Barone, 
Senior Technical Specialist for the Pennsylvania Technical Assistance 
Program (PENNTAP), provided assistance and recommendations on the data 
completion. 
After each null hypothesis, there is an analysis of the data. 
Hypothesis 1 
There are no significant differences among the attitudes of first- 
year college students toward high school classroom discipline that they 
experienced. 
Sample population responses are presented in a frequency distribu¬ 
tion table indicating raw scores and percentile responses (Table 3). 
Total and percentage responses are calculated for acquired data and 
are indicated in the table. Total responses are tabulated by rows and 
columns, providing total group response to each questionnaire item. 
Total column percentage responses are used to indicate major sample 
preference to the questionnaire items. In the listing under "Group," 
WU represents University 1, IU, University 2; and PS, University 3. 
Chi-square values are calculated for groups labeled IU and PS. 
Group WU was excluded from the statistical analysis because a 
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Table 3 
Number (#) and Percentage (%) of Responses 
From Three University Groups 
Ques¬ 
tion Group 
AGREE NEUTRAL DISAGREE 
Chi- 
Square 
(XU 
Total 4 PS) SA A N D SD 
wu # 5 14 10 25 0 54 
% 9.3 26.0 18.4 46.3 0 100% 
IU # 2 16 6 23 15 62 
V 
to 3.2 25.8 9.7 37.1 24.2 100% 
PS # 9 49 24 31 11 124 
% 7.2 39.5 19.4 25 8.9 100% 
Total # 16 79 40 79 26 240 14.78 
0/ 
/o 6.7 32.9 16.7 32.9 10.8 100% 
WU rf 0 4 16 22 12 54 
0/ 
io 0 7.4 29.6 41 .0 22.0 100% 
IU # 1 2 12 21 26 62 
% 1 .6 3.2 19.3 33.9 42 100% 
PS S 0 20 30 40 34 124 
0/ 
:0 0 16.1 24.2 32.3 2]_A_ 100% 
Total U 1 26 58 83 72 240 
0/ 
'0 .4 10.8 24.2 34.6 30.0 100% 
WU 6 13 20 11 4 54 
0/ 
/O 11.1 24.1 37.0 20.4 7.4 100% 
IU 4 2 13 20 19 8 62 
% 3.0 21.0 32.0 31 .0 13.0 100% 
PS a 10 36 45 23 10 124 
0/ 
tO 8.0 29 36 19 8.0 100% 
Total # 
% 
18 
7.5 
62 
25.8 
85 
35.4 
53 
22.1 
22 
9.2 
240 
100% 
6.39 
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Table 3 (continued) 
Ques¬ 
tion Group 
AGREE NEUTRAL DISAGREE 
Chi- 
Square 
(IU 
Total 4 PS) SA A N D SD 
wu * 0 33 10 11 0 54 
% 0 61 19 20 0 100% 
IU § 7 32 13 4 6 62 
Cf 
iO 11 52 21 6 10 100% 
PS « 9 81 14 20 0 124 
•?/ /o 7.3 65.3 11.3 16.1 0 100% 
Total * 16 146 37 35 6 240 
• Q 6.7 60.8 15.4 14.6 2.5 100% 
WU r 4 11 10 25 4 54 
0/ 
io 7.4 20.4 18.5 46.3 7.4 100% 
IU * 2 7 21 23 9 62 
Cf 
'0 3 11 34 37 15 100% 
PS - 6 28 47 33 10 124 
/o 5 22 38 27 8 100% 
Total * 12 46 78 81 23 240 
0/ 
■ 0 5 19.2 32.5 33.7 9.6 100% 
wu - 3 34 6 9 2 54 
0/ J 5 63 11 17 24 100% 
IU * 2 19 24 14 3 62 
0/ 
.0 3 31 39 22 5 100% 
PS # 4 58 27 29 6 124 
0/ IQ 3.4 46.8 21 .8 23.4 4.8 100% 
Total - 9 111 57 52 11 240 
0/ 
JO 3.8 46.2 23.8 21.6 4.6 100% 
WU # 
% 
10 
18 
21 
29 
8 
15 
15 
28 
0 
0 
54 
100% 
IU # 
Of IQ 
3 
4.8 
21 
33.9 
19 
30.65 
19 
30.65 
0 
0 
62 
100% 
PS # 
% 
15 
12 
53 
42 
27 
21 
18 
14 
11 
11 
124 
100% 
Total # 
°!o 
28 
11.7 
95 
39.6 
54 
22.50 
52 
21.70 
11 
4.5 
240 
100% 
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Table 3 (continued) 
Ques¬ 
tion Group 
AGREE NEUTRAL DISAGREE 
Chi - 
Square 
(IU 
Total & PS) SA A N D SD 
WU 7? 2 30 12 10 0 54 0/ 
/O 4 55.6 22 18.4 0 100% 
IU # 9 31 9 13 0 62 
0/ 
10 14.5 50 14.5 21 0 100% 
PS rf 10 56 30 25 3 124 
0/ 
Jo 8 45.2 24.2 20.2 2.4 100% 
Total # 21 117 51 48 3 240 
5/ 
/O 8.8 48.8 21 .2 20 1 .2 100% 
WU ? 4 14 7 21 8 54 
% 7 26 13 39 15 100% 
• IU # 2 18 15 25 2 62 
Of 
.0 3.2 29 24.2 40.4 3.-2 100% 
PS # 12 30 25 46 11 124 
0/ 
IQ 9.7 24.2 20.1 37.1 8.9 100% 
Total # 18 62 47 92 21 240 
% 7.5 25.8 19.6 38.3 8.8 100% 
WU w 16 27 6 5 0 54 
0/ 
Jo 29.6 50 11.1 9.3 0 100% 
IU # 
% 
14 27 7 10 4 62 
22.5 44 11.3 16 6.5 100% 
PS # 40 65 10 4 5 124 
0/ 
10 32.3 52.4 8.1 3.2 4_ 100% 
Total # 
% 
70 119 23 19 9 240 
29.2 49.6 9.6 7.9 3.7 100% 
WU # 0 7 15 23 9 54 
% 0 13 28 42 17 100% 
IU § 
of 
IQ 
9 
15 
11 
17.7 
8 
12.9 
30 
48.4 
4 
6 
62 
100% 
PS # 
% 
0 
0 
21 
16.9 
19 
15.3 
55 
44.4 
29 
23.4 
124 
100% 
Total # 9 
3.8 
39 
16.2 
42 
17.5 
108 
45 
42 
17.5 
240 
100% 
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Table 3 (continued) 
Ques¬ 
tion Group 
AGREE NEUTRAL DISAGREE 
Chi 
Square 
(IU 
Total & PS) SA A N D SD 
12 
13 
14 
15 
MU # 0 8 8 35 3 54 
% 0 15 15 65 5 100% 
IU # 1 18 •15 16 12 62 
Of 
/o 2 29 24 26 19 100% 
PS * 8 30 21 49 16 124 
°/ (o 6 24 17 40 13 100% 
Total # 9 56 44 100 31 240 6 
Of 
>0 3.8 23.3 18.3 41.7 12.9 100% 
wu = 7 30 9 8 0 54 
13 55 17 15 0 100% 
IU - 12 35 8 5 2 62 
-7 
/0 19.4 56.5 12.9 8 3.2 100% 
PS # 24 62 20 13 5 124 
7j 19.4 50 16.1 10.5 4 100% 
Total t 43 127 37 26 7 240 
Of 
0 18 53 15 11 3 100% 
WU f 15 28 5 6 0 54 
Of 
to 28 52 9 11 0 100% 
IU = 7 40 5 10 0 62 
Of 
/J 11 65 8 16 0 100% 
PS - 
or 
0 
34 
27 
69 
' 52 
12 
10 
4 
3 
5 
4_ 
124 
100% 
Total 3 
0/ 
0 
56 
23.3 
137 
57.1 
22 
9.2 
20 
8.3 
5 
2.1 
240 
100% 
WU # 
of 
to 
3 
6 
15 
28 
10 
18 
18 
23 
8 
15 
54 
100% 
IU # 
Of 
JO 
2 
3 
6 
10 
16 
26 
31 
50 
7 
11 
62 
100% 
PS # 
Of 
JO 
8 
6.5 
21 
16.9 
31 
25 
47 
37.9 
17 
13.7 
124 
100% 
Total # 13 
5.4 
42 
17.5 
57 
23.8 
96 
40 
32 
13.3 
240 
100% 
.86 
.94 
3.94 
Table 3 (continued) 
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AGREE NEUTRAL DISAGREE 
Ques- - - - 
tion Group SA A N D SD Total 
WU 4 4 35 9 6 0 52 
Of 
t'O 7.4 64.8 16.7 11.1 0 100% 
IU # 1 23 19 17 2 62 
0/ 
tO 1.6 37.1 30.7 27.4 3.2 100% 
PS # 15 57 39 7 3 124 
Of 
'0 12.1 46 31.5 5.6 4.8 100% 
Total 4 20 115 67 30 8 240 
Of 
to 8.3 47.9 27.9 12.6 3.3 100% 
WU * 6 24 10 12 2 54 
Of /o 11.1 44.4 18.5 22.2 3.8 100% 
IU 4 4 14 13 23 8 62 
Of 
10 6.4 22.6 21 37.1 12.9 100% 
PS # 19 38 34 22 11 124 
Of 
,0 15.3 30.7 27.4 17.7 8.9 100% 
Total # 29 76 57 ' 57 21 240 
% 12 31 .7 23.8 23.8 3.7 100% 
WU 4 8 8 12 24 2 54 
% 14.8 14.8 22.2 44.5 3.7 100% 
IU 4 3 13 10 31 5 62 
% 4.8 21 16.1 50 3.1 100% 
PS 4 1.7 36 23 40 8 124 
Of fo 13.7 29 18.5 32.3 6.5 100% 
Total 4 28 57 45 95 15 120 
% 11.7 23.7 18.7 39.6 6.3 100% 
WU 4 4 30 10 9 1 54 
Of 
to 7.4 55.6 18.5 16.7 1.8 100% 
IU 4 6 34 11 6 1 62 
7o 9.7 56.4 22.6 9.7 1 .6 100% 
PS 4 9 69 28 15 3 124 
0( to 7.3 55.6 22.6 12.1 2.4 100% 
Total 4 19 134 52 30 5 240 
% 7.9 55.8 21.7 12.5 2.1 100 % 
Chi - 
Square 
(IU 
& PS) 
21.13 
11.33 
7.74 
1.02 
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Table 3 (continued) 
Ques- AGREE NEUTRAL DISAGREE 
Chi- 
Square 
tion Group SA A N D SD Total 
(IU 
& PS) 
20 WU # 1 2 2 16 33 54 % 1.9 3.7 3.7 29.6 61.1 100% 
IU # 8 2 5 14 33 62 % 12.9 3.2 8.1 22.6 53.2 100% 
PS # 
Of /0 
0 
0 
3 
2.4 
17 
13.7 
35 
28.3 
69 
55.6 
124 
100% 
Total # 
Of 
10 
9 
3.7 
7 
2.9 
24 
10 
65 
27.1 
135 
56.3 
240 
100% 
21 WU # 30 15 3 6 0 54 0/ 
10 55 28 6 11 0 100% 
IU # 16 29 6 5 6 62 0/ 
/o 25.8 46.8 9.7 8 9.7 100% 
PS # 68 46 8 1 1 124 
% 55 37 6.4 .8 .8 100% 
Total u 114 90 17 12 7 240 24.64 
Of 
to 47.5 37.5 7.1 5 2.9 100% 
22 WU £ 11 8 3 25 7 54 
0/ 
/o 20.3 14.8 5.6 46.3 13 100% 
IU # 16 15 6 13 12 64 
V 
to 25.8 .24.2 9.7 21 19.3 100% 
PS # 39 17 8 37 23 124 
0/ 
10 31.5 13.7 6.5 29.8 18.5 100% 
Total ff 66 40 17 75 42 240 4.88 
0/ 
/o 27.5 16.7 7.1 31.2 17.5 100% 
WU = University 1; IU = University 2; PS = University 3. 
# = number of raw score responses; % = percent of raw score responses. 
p< .05 with four degrees of freedom = 9.488. 
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significant number of observed cells are zero (Ferguson, 1973). 
Responses to seven of the 22 questions contain at least one zero 
response, making the chi-square test unacceptable. Responses to 15 
of the 22 questionnaire items are acceptable for chi-square analysis. 
Participants indicated their responses by placing a check mark in one 
of the five blocks adjacent to the question. The response scale was 
based on the Likert scale (Oppenheim, 1966). The sum of the responses 
"strongly agree" and "agree" were combined and used to indicate total 
agreement response in the narrative. The same procedure was used to 
calculate total disagreement. The numerical value of chi-square is 
reported only where the statistic is acceptable. The null Hypothesis 
is rejected at the 0.05 significance level and at four degrees of 
freedom; 9.488 is the chi-square value. 
Question one examined the level of student participation in 
establishing daily classroom rules and regulations. The major sample 
response was 43.7 percent in disagreement. The majority felt they 
did not have the opportunity to participate in the establishment of 
rules and regulations that governed the classroom. The chi-square 
value 14.78 derived from groups IU and PS was significant and the 
null hypothesis was rejected. Proportionately, group IU was in strong¬ 
est disagreement, at 61.3 percent and group PS voiced the least disa¬ 
greement at 33.9 percent. 
The majority of the responses to question two was 64.6 percent in 
disagreement, stating corporal punishment was not widely used in high 
school. A significant difference in opinion was noticeable among the 
IU and PS groups who registered agree responses of 4.8 percent and 16.1 
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percent, respectively. Only 11.2 percent of the total respondents 
agreed that corporal punishment was widely used. 
Respondent s opinions were almost evenly divided on the question, 
"Stern teachers are caring"; 33.3 percent said that stern teachers 
cared, 35.4 percent were neutral, and 31.3 percent disagreed. The 
calculated value of chi-square was 6.39, which indicated acceptance 
of the null hypothesis. No significant difference existed between 
the groups. 
The fourth question asked if teachers controlled their classroom. 
A sample majority of 67.5 percent agreed. Less than 17.1 percent of 
the total responses indicated teachers did not control their classroom. 
No significant difference was apparent among the groups. 
In response to question five regarding exemplary student behavior, 
a majority of the respondents (43.3 percent) indicated disagreement, 
suggesting that their behavior was less than exemplary. With 32.5 
percent responding neutral and 24.2 percent in agreement, exemplary 
behavior while in school was indicated. The chi-square value of 6.43 
was calculated. It indicated no significant difference and the null 
hypothesis was not rejected. 
In response to question six, 50 percent of the sample agreed that 
teachers administered punishment fairly. A chi-square value of 6.93 
was calculated and indicated no significant difference among either 
group. The null hypothesis was not rejected. 
Examination of question seven, "Stern teachers showed greater in¬ 
terest in my academic performance" showed that each group agree with 
an average total response of 51.3 percent. There appeared to be no 
73 
significant difference among each group's response. 
In question eight a significant percentage, 57.6 percent of the 
total averal reponses, characterized classroom teachers as authorita¬ 
tive. Examination of group responses indicated no significant dif¬ 
ference. 
In response to question nine, teachers cause student misbehavior, 
47.1 percent of the average total responses indicated disagreement. 
According to the major sample response, teachers did not cause student 
misbehavior. While 33.3 percent of the average total responses were 
in agreement, 19.6 percent gave a neutral response. Group opinions 
were harmonious. The chi-square value of 4.97 was not significant and 
the null hypothesis was accepted. 
There is strong agreement between group responses to question 10, 
"Teachers at the beginning of the school year let you (the student) 
know their goals". Group responses totaled 79.6 percent for WU, 66.5 
percent for IU, and 78.8 percent for PS. The chi-square value of 12.10 
was calculated and indicated significant difference among the groups. 
The null hypothesis was rejected. Group IU registered 22.5 percent in 
disagreement while group PS registered 11.6 percent in disagreement, 
indicating a difference of opinion existed within the sample. 
The total average response to question 11, "In high school there 
was a lot of violence and vandalism" was 62.5 percent in disagreement, 
with less than 20 percent of the total population in agreement. 
Responses (54.6 percent) to question 12 disagree with "Many high 
school teachers held students in low regard". Group WU registered a 
70 percent disagreement to this question. No apparent difference 
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existed between group IU and group PS, resulting in a nonsignificant 
chi-square value of 6.71. The null hypothesis was accepted. 
The preferential total average response to question 13 is 71 per¬ 
cent, and is in agreement with "Maintaining an orderly classroom is a 
major problem for new high school teachers". A chi-square value of 0.94 
was calculated, indicating no significant difference between the groups 
and the null hypothesis was not rejected. 
The ability to communicate with high school teachers is examined 
in question 14. Each group's total response indicated students polled 
could communicate with their high school teachers. The total average 
was in agreement at 80.4 percent. There is no significant evidence 
that a difference of opinion existed among the groups. 
"Students are at fault for the breakdown in student-teacher com¬ 
munication," stated question 15. Most respondents indicated disagree¬ 
ment to this questionnaire item. The total average percent disagree¬ 
ing was 53.3 percent. Total group responses indicated no disagreement 
of opinion. A chi-square value of 3.94 was computed, indicating no 
significance and the null hypothesis was accepted. 
The 16th item stated, "Teachers were concerned about your goals". 
The aggregate response indicated agreement with a total average per¬ 
centile response of 56.2 percent. A total of 30.6 percent of the IU 
sample were in disagreement by almost 20 percentage points. The chi- 
square value was calculated at 21.13 which was significant and the 
null hypothesis was rejected. 
Question 17, "Students that achieved academic excellence were 
non-rebellious," was generally accepted by 43.7 percent of the total 
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average responses. Group IU differed with the other groups by regis¬ 
tering 50 percent of its response in disagreement. Differences between 
the IU group and the PS group resulted in a significant chi-square 
value of 11.33. The null hypothesis was rejected. 
In response to question 18, "Strict teachers taught you more than 
lenient teachers" students indicated disagreement with a 45.9 percent 
response. Group responses appeared harmonious. A chi-square value of 
7.74 was computed, indicating no significant difference. The null 
hypothesis was not rejected. 
"Can student input in developing classroom rules and regulations 
reduce misbehavior" was the 19th questionnaire item. A 63.7 percent 
total response indicating agreement with this item was registered by 
each group. A chi-square value of 1.02 was calculated and indicated 
no significance. The null hypothesis was accepted. 
In question 20, it was the opinion of 83.4 percent of the total 
respondents that there were no disciplinary problems. No significant 
difference was apparent in either group's response. 
Item 21 asked if the respondents enjoyed their high school years. 
A majority of 85 percent indicated agreement. Significant disagreement 
existed among those that disagreed. A chi-square value of 24.64 was 
computed, indicating a significant difference between groups IU and PS. 
The null hypothesis was rejected. 
Item 22 stated, "You never went to the principal's office for 
misbehavior". The largest total average percentile response was 48.7 
percent, indicating disagreement, while the total average percentile 
response indicating agreement was 44.2 percent. The chi-square value 
76 
was 4.88, which suggested no significance. The null hypothesis was 
not rejected. 
Of the 22 questions, seven extracted at least one expected frequency 
with a zero, which is below acceptable levels. This tends to skew the 
observed frequency, "and the theoretical chi-square model will not be 
adequate" (Minium, 1970, p. 390). Subsequently, chi-square was not 
calculated for seven of the questions. Five questions registered a 
critical chi-square value greater than 9.488, indicating a significant 
difference existed among these items. The chi-square value for the 
remaining 10 questions was less than the critical value of chi-square 
with four degrees of freedom, suggesting no significant difference 
existed among these sample responses. Based on the 15 calculated 
chi-square values, this null hypothesis was accepted. "The decision 
to 'accept' the null hypothesis does not mean that it is likely that 
the null hypothesis is true, but only that it could be true" (p. 243). 
Hypothesis 2 
There was no significant difference among the attitudes of female 
and male first-year college students toward high school classroom 
discipline. 
Responses of male and female first-year college students are 
compiled into a frequency distribution (Table 4). Included in this 
frequency distribution are percentage responses for each cell and 
totals of each row and column. 
Data presented in Table 4 were analyzed using the theoretical 
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Table 4 
Number (#) and Percentage (%) of Responses 
by Males (E) and Females (F) 
Ques¬ 
tion 
AGREE NEUTRAL DISAGREE 
Chi - 
Total Square Group SA A N D SD 
E * 8 35 24 37 11 115 
0/ 
/o 6.9 32 20.9 32.2 10 100% 
F # 8 44 16 43 14 125 
% 6 35 13 34 11 100% 
Total # .16 79 40 80 25 240 
•0 7 33 17 33 10 100% 
E # 0 17 38 35 25 115 
,'J 0 14.8 33.0 30.5 21 .7 100% 
F ? 1 9 20 48 47 125 
c/ 0 .8 7.2 16 38.4 37.6 100% 
Total 3 1 26 58 83 72 240 
0/ 
/O 0 11 24 35 30 100% 
E = 6 33 41 26 9 115 
j/ 
j 5.2 28.7 35.7 22.6 7.8 100% 
F * 12 28 45 27 13 125 
0/ 
10 9.6 22.4 36 21 .6 10.4 100% 
Total 3 
.0 
18 
8 
61 
25 
86 
36 
53 
22 
22 
9 
240 
100% 
F = 8 60 20 21 6 115 
;/ 
/o 7 52.2 17.4 18.2 5.2 
100% 
F # 
01 
.3 
8 
6.4 
84 
67.2 
19 
15.2 
12 
9.6 
2 
1 .6 
125 
100% 
n3
 
4
->
 
o
 
1
—
 
16 
7 
144 
60 
39 
16 
33 
14 
8 
3 
125 
100% 
8.08 
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Table 4 (continued) 
Ques¬ 
tion Group 
AGREE NEUTRAL DISAGREE 
Total 
Chi - 
Square SA A N D SD 
5 E # 4 23 34 41 13 115 % 3.5 20 29.5 35.7 11.3 100% 
F # 8 31 37 39 10 125 % 6.4 24.8 29.6 31 .2 8 100% 
Total # 12 54 61 80 23 240 2.67 
to 5 23 25 33 10 100% 
6 E # 5 43 37 24 6 115 
% 4.3 37.4 32.2 20.9 5.2 100% 
F # 5 68 20 27 5 125 
Of 4 54.4 16 21 .6 4 100% 
Total - 10 111 57 51 11 240 10.57 
c/ 
10 4 46 24 21 5 100% 
7 E # 15 46 24 23 7 115 
°/ 13 40 20.9 20 6.1 
as
 
o
 
o
 
F # 13 49 29 30 4 125 
% 10.4 39.2 23.2 24 3.2 100% 
Total # 28 95 53 53 11 240 2.04 
0/ 
.0 12 40 22 22 5 100% 
8 E * 9 64 25 16 1 115 
0/ 
10 7.8 55.7 21.7 13.9 .9 100% 
F * 12 53 26 32 2 125. 
Of 
10 9.6 42.4 20.8 25.6 1 .6 100% 
Total * 21 117 51 38 3 240 6.74 
Of 
10 9 49 21 16 1 100% 
9 E # 7 38 25 38 7 115 
0/ 
fO 6.4 33.05 21.7 33.05 6.1 100% 
F # 11 24 21 55 14 125 
% 8.8 19.2 16.8 44 11.2 100% 
Total # 18 62 46 93 21 240 9.44 
0/ 
Jo 8 26 14 39 9 100% 
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Table 4 (continued) 
AGREE NEUTRAL DISAGREE Ques- —_ __ 
tion Group SA A N D SD Total 
Chi- 
Square 
10 E # 29 60 16 7 3 115 % 25.2 52.2 13.9 6.1 2.6 100% 
F # 41 59 7 13 5 125 
% 32.8 47.2 5.6 10.4 4 J_00% 7.48 
Total # 70 119 23 20 8 240 0/ 
10 29 50 10 8 3 100% 
11 E # 6 25 25 50 9 115 
0/ 
;o 5.2 21 .7 21.7 43.5 7.8 99% 
F # 3 15 17 57 33 125 
% 2.4 12 13.6 45.6 26.4 100% 
Total « 9 40 42 107 42 124 18.81 
0/ 
10 4 17 18 45 18 100% 
12 E # 2 30 23 46 14 115 
% 1.7 26.1 20 40 12.2 100% 
F # 7 26 21 54 17 125 
0/ 
/o 5.6 20.8 16.8 43.2 16.6 100% 
Total # 9 56 44 100 31 240 3.67 
3.8 23.3 18.3 41 .7 12.9 100% 
13 E # 22 66 11 14 2 115 
0/ 
/0 19.1 57.4 96 12.2 1.7 100% 
F # 21 61 26 12 5 125 
0/ 
IQ 16.8 48.8 20.8 9.6 4 100% 
Total if 43 127 37 26 7 240 7.33 
0/ 
,0 17.9 52.9 15.4 10.8 2.9 99.9% 
14 E # 16 78 5 13 3 115 
0/ 
10 13.9 67.8 4.4 11.3 2.6 100% 
F # 39 59 16 8 3 125 
10 31.2 47.2 12.8 6.4 2.4 100% 
Total # 55 137 21 21 6 240 18.82 
y 
10 22.9 57 8.8 8.8 2.5 100% 
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Table 4 (continued) 
Ques¬ 
tion Group 
AGREE NEUTRAL DISAGREE 
Total 
Chi- 
Square 
SA A N D SD 
15 E # 11 26 26 43 9 115 
'Q 9.6 22.6 22.6 37.4 7.8 100% 
F # 2 16 31 53 23 125 
iQ 1.6 12.8 24.8 42.4 18.4 100% 
Total # 13 42 57 96 32 240 15.83 
<0 5 18 24 40 13 100% 
16 E # 6 51 38 18 2 115 0/ /o 5.2 44.3 33 15.7 1.7 100% 
F # 14 64 29 12 6 125 
0/ 
•0 11.2 51.2 23.2 9.6 4.8 100% 
Total # 20 115 67 30 8 240 8.67 
0/ 
!Q 8 * 48 28 13 3 100% 
17 E # 18 33 34 49 11 115 
c/ 
to 15.7 28.7 29.6 16.5 9.6 100% 
F * 11 43 23 38 10 125 
c/ 
IQ 8.8 34.4 18.4 30.4 8 100% 
Total rr 29 76 57 87 21 240 5.11 
0/ 
to 12 32 24 36 9 100% 
18 E * 13 31 26 39 6 115 
Of 
,0 11.3 27 22.6 39.9 5.2 100% 
F * 15 26 19 56 9 125 
0/ 
/Q 12 20.8 15.2 44.8 7.2 100% 
Total # 28 57 45 95 15 240 4.90 
% 12 24 19 40 6 100% 
19 E # 7 68 23 15 2 115 
% 6.1 59.1 20 13 1 .7 100% 
F # 13 69 25 16 2 125 
% 10.4 55.2 20 12.8 1 .6 100% 
Total # 20 137 48 31 4 240 1.51 
% 8 57 20 13 2 100% 
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TABLE 4 (continued) 
AGREE NEUTRAL DISAGREE Ques- ___ __ 
ti0n GrouP SA A N D SD Total Square 
E 2? 8 8 20 34 45 115 % 7 7 17.4 29.6 39.1 100% 
F # 1 0 4 30 90 125 
/O .8 0 32 24 72 100% 
Total # 9 8 24 64 135 240 
% 4 3 10 27 56 100% 
E # 49 50 10 3 3 115 
% 42.6 43.5 8.7 2.6 2.6 100% 
F # 65 39 7 10 4 125 
% 52 31.2 5.6 8 3.2 100% 
Total J. T 114 89 17 13 7 240 
of 
/o 48 37 7 5 3 100% 
E # 21 19 4 40 31 115 
0/ 
IQ 18.3 16.5 3.5 34.8 27 100% 
F # 45 21 13 35 11 125 
% 36 16.8 10.4 28 8.8 100% 
Total § 66 40 17 75 42 240 
% 27 17 7 31 18 100% 
E = males; F = females. 
= = number of raw score responses; % = percent of raw score responses. 
P < .05 with four degrees of freedom = 9.488. 
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chi-square test of significance where applicable as well as the inspec¬ 
tion method. Survey subjects responded to 22 discipline items by 
indicating they strongly agree (SA), agree (A), neutral (N), disagree 
(D), or strongly disagree (SD). Responses were categorized into three 
groupings. Agreement was indicated by selecting the strongly agree (SA) 
or agree (A) responses. A neutral (N) response indicated the subject 
was unable to respond to the questionnaire item. Disagreement was 
indicated by selecting the disagree (D) or strongly disagree (SD) 
choices. 
The null hypothesis was rejected at 0.05 level of significance. 
The expected chi-square value was 9.488 at four degrees of freedom. 
Table 4 illustrates the data pertinent to the second hypothesis. 
Responses to the first question were almost evenly distributed 
among male and female respondents. The total percentage responses of 
males were 38.2 percent in agreement with 42.2 percent in disagreement; 
the remaining 20.9 percent registered neutral responses. Female re¬ 
sponses were 41 percent in agreement with 46 percent in disagreement; 
the remaining 13 percent were neutral. The largest total percentile 
response was 43 percent in disagreement, with 40 percent in agreement. 
Chi-square was calculated at 3.02, indicating no significant difference 
between the two groups. The null hypothesis was accepted. 
The second question is related to corporal punishment. Both 
groups registered strong disagreement totaling 65 percent. A total 
of 11 percent indicated agreement. The chi-square test was not appli¬ 
cable in this situation. 
"Stern teachers are caring teachers" is the third questionnaire 
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item. Total percentage responses were 32 percent in agreement, 36 
percent neutral and 31 percent in disagreement. Chi-square was calcu¬ 
lated to be 2.93, indicating no significant difference between the 
groups. The null hypothesis was not rejected. 
The total percentile response to item four was 67 percent, agreeing 
that "teachers controlled their classroom". A chi-square value of 8.08 
was calculated; at this value there was no significance among group 
responses. The null hypothesis was accepted. 
In response to questionnaire item five, 43 percent of the respond¬ 
ents felt their behavior in high school was not exemplary, 25 percent 
were neutral, and 28 percent were in agreement. Of the male respondents, 
23.5 percent felt their behavior was exemplary while 31 percent of the 
females felt their behavior was exemplary. A chi-square value of 2.67 
was calculated. This chi-square value indicated no significant dif¬ 
ference and supported accepting the null hypothesis. 
Item six examined the fairness of administered punishment in the 
classroom. Responses (50 percent) indicated agreement that teachers 
were fair in the administration of punishment. Chi-square was calcu¬ 
lated at 10.57 which supported rejection of the null hypothesis. The 
calculated value of chi-square suggested a significant difference among 
group responses. Female students registered a 58.4 percent response in 
agreement while the male student response was 41.7 percent. 
In response to question seven, "Stern teachers showed interest in 
my academic performance" students registered 52 percent in agreement. 
Percentage responses for both male and female groups indicated they 
are in agreement. The chi-square value calculated from the responses 
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was 2.04, indicating acceptance of the null hypothesis and indicating 
that no significant difference existed among the groups. 
Question eight asked if "most teachers were authoriative". Fifty- 
eight percent of the total responses agreed that teachers were authori¬ 
tative. The male response was the highest at 63.5 percent, while the 
female response was 52 percent in agreement. Chi-square was calculated 
at 6.74. At this level the null hypothesis was accepted and it indi¬ 
cated no significant difference among the groups. 
Teacher-initiated student misbehavior was considered in question 
nine. The total response was 48 percent in disagreement. Male re¬ 
sponses were 39.45 percent in agreement with 33.15 percent in disagree¬ 
ment. Approximately 28 percent of the female responses were in agree¬ 
ment, with a majority of 55.2 percent in disagreement. A chi-square 
value of 9.44 was calculated, which is less than the expected value of 
chi-square. The null hypothesis was accepted. There appeared to be a 
significant difference in group responses. 
Responses to question ten were in agreement, registering a 79 per¬ 
cent response. The data suggested that at the beginning of the school 
year teachers shared their goals with students. Chi-square was 
calculated at 7.48; the null hypothesis was accepted. No significant 
difference was indicated by the calculated chi-square value. 
Question 11 stated, "In high school there was a lot of violence 
and vandalism". Of the total responses, 63 percent were in disagreement. 
Female students registered the strongest disagreement at 72 percent. 
Chi-square was calculated at 18.81; the null hypothesis was rejected. 
A significant difference was indicated between the groups. 
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"Many high school teachers held the student in low regard" is the 
12th questionnaire item. A total response of 54.6 percent indicated 
student disagreement to the item, while a total of 27.1 percent agreed. 
The calculated chi-square value was 3.67, suggesting acceptance of the 
null hypothesis and indicating no significant difference existed among 
the groups. 
Maintaining an orderly classroom was the subject examined by 
question 13. The total percentage response was 70.8 percent in agree¬ 
ment. There appeared to be no significant difference among either 
group's response. A chi-square value of 7.33 was calculated. The null 
hypothesis was accepted. 
Question 14 examined the student's ability "to communicate with 
your high school teachers". The total response for both groups was 
79.9 percent in agreement. The female group responded with 78.4 
percent in agreement; the male group's response was 81.7 percent. 
The female disagreement response was 8.8 percent and the male response 
was 13.9 percent. A chi-square value of 18.82 was calculated. The 
null hypothesis was rejected at this level and a significant difference 
was suggested. 
Question 15 stated, "The failure of student-teacher communication 
is the student's fault". Total percentage responses were 53 percent 
disagreeing, 24 percent neutral, and 23 percent agreeing. The male 
group registered the highest level of disagreement at 32.2 percent. 
The corresponding figure for the female group was 14.4 percent. The 
female group registered 60.8 percent in disagreement while 45.2 
percent of the males disagreed. Chi-square was calculated at 15.83. 
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The null hypothesis was rejected, suggesting that a significant 
difference existed among the sample groups. 
Responses to question 16, "Teachers were concerned about your 
goals" indicated a total response of 56 percent in agreement. A Chi- 
square value of 8.67 was calculated for this question. The null 
hypothesis was accepted and suggested no significant difference between 
the sample groups. 
"Students that achieved academic excellence were non-rebel 1ious" 
was the 17th question. The largest total percentage response was 45 
percent agreeing, with 44 percent disagreeing; 24 percent were unable 
to offer a response. The sample is almost evenly split on this ques¬ 
tion. Agreement responses by the male and female groups were 44.4 
and 43.2, respectively. Percentage responses in disagreement for male 
and female groups was 26.1 percent and 38.4 percent, respectively. 
Little disagreement was apparent among the groups. Chi-square was 
calculated at 5.11; the null hypothesis was accepted. 
Strict teachers were compared with lenient teachers in question¬ 
naire item 18. A total percentile response of 46 percent was the 
largest and indicated disagreement with the belief that strict teachers 
were better teachers. Thirty-six percent agreed with this statement 
and 19 percent were unable to respond. A chi-square value of 4.90 
was calculated and at this level the null hypothesis was accepted. 
There appeared to be no significant difference among the sample. 
The response to questionnaire item 19, "Can student input in 
developing classroom rules and regulations reduce student misbehavior 
elicited a 65 percent total response in agreement. Male and female 
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groups registered 65.2 percent and 65.4 percent, respectively, in 
agreement. No significant difference was apparent and this assump¬ 
tion was supported by a calculated chi-square value at 1.51. The 
null hypothesis was accepted at this level. 
Question 20 asked sample participants if they were a discipline 
problem while in high school. The largest total percentage response 
of 83 percent was in disagreement. Only 7 percent agreed that they 
were a behavior problem. The chi-square test was not calculated for 
this group since an observed frequency is zero (Ferguson, 1981). The 
percentage of male and female responses in disagreement was 68.7 per¬ 
cent and 96 percent, respectively. Among the male group, 14 percent 
were in agreement, while 0.8 percent of the female group agreed. 
Neutral responses, indicating an inability to answer the question, 
were 17.4 percent for males and 3.2 percent for females. The data 
suggested a significant difference among group responses. 
In response to question 21, 85 percent of the total sample agreed 
they enjoyed their high school years. A chi-square value of 7.64 was 
calculated. The null hypothesis was accepted at this level. There 
was no apparent significant difference among group respones. 
The final question asks if the student was ever referred to the 
principal's office for misbehavior. Total percentile responses were 
49 percent in disagreement and 45 percent in agreement. Among the 
male group, 34.8 percent never went to the office for misbehavior 
while 52.8 percent were referred. In the female group, 61.8 percent 
were never referred to the office for misbehavior and 35.8 percent 
indicated they were referred for misbehavior. Chi-square was calculated 
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at 23.07. The null hypothesis was rejected and significant difference 
existed among the sample. 
Of the 22 questionnaire items, only two were considered not 
applicable to the theoretical chi-square test. Fifteen of the calcu¬ 
lated chi-square values were less than the expected chi-square value. 
Five calculated chi-square values exceeded the expected chi-square 
value. Based on the calculated values of chi-square, the null hypothe¬ 
sis was accepted. This does not mean the null hypothesis was true, 
"but only that it could be true" (Minium, 1970, p. 243). 
Hypothesis 3 
There was no significant difference among the attitudes of first- 
year college students towards high school classroom discipline as it 
related to the community in which the youth attended high school. 
Data pertinent to this hypothesis is displayed in a frequency 
distribution table (Table 5). The frequency distribution exhibits the 
sample's response to the 22 questionnaire items based on the community 
in which they attended high school. Each cell consists of a raw score 
with corresponding percentage responses. Totals of rows and columns 
are calculated for raw score and percentile. This information is pro¬ 
vided for each questionnaire item. 
The constructed frequency distribution was analyzed using the 
theoretical chi-square test where applicable as well as the observation 
method. Statistics 3.0 Program and Documentation (1980), a microcom¬ 
puter software package developed by Edu-Ware Services, Inc. of 
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Table 5 
Number (#) and Percentage (%) of Responses 
for Urban (K), Suburban (L) and Rural (M) Communities 
Ques¬ 
tion Community 
AGREE NEUTRAL DISAGREE 
Total 
Chi - 
Square 
(L 
& M) SA A N D SD 
1 K # 1 22 8 18 5 54 
c/ 
10 1 .9 40.7 14.8 33.3 9.3 100% 
L # 10 30 14 20 15 89 
Of 
•0 11.2 33.7 15.7 22.5 16.9 100% 
M # 5 27 18 39 8 97 
0/ 
,0 5.2 27.8 18.6 40.2 8.2 100% 
Total - 16 79 40 77 28 240 10.25 
% 6.7 32.9 16.7 32.0 11.7 100% 
2 K # 1 5 16 18 14 54 
% 1.9 9.3 29.6 33.3 25.9 100% 
L 4 0 6 14 30 39 89 
0/ 10 0 6.74 .15.73 33.71 43.82 100% 
M 4 0 15 28 35 19 97 
0 15.5 28.9 36.0 19.6 100% 
Total 4 1 26 58 83 72 240 
c/ 
/O 0.4 10.8 24.2 34.6 30.0 100% 
3 K ? 6 18 18 8 4 54 
0/ 
>0 11.1 33.3 33.3 14.8 7.4 99.9% 
L 4 4 12 38 23 12 89 
% 4.5 13.5 42.7 25.8 13.5 100% 
M 4 8 32 29 22 6 97 
0/ 
/O 8.3 33.0 29.9 22.6 6.2 100% 
Total 4 18 62 85 53 22 240 15.00 
0/ 
io 7.5 25.8 35.4 22.1 9.2 100% 
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Table 5 (continued) 
AGREE NEUTRAL DISAGREE 
Ques- - - - 
tion Community SA A N D SD Total 
4 K * 7 29 11 6 1 54 
Of 
IQ 13.0 53.7 20.4 11.1 1.8 100% 
L r 1 66 12 8 2 89 
% 1.1 74.2 13.5 9 2.2 100% 
M ? 8 51 14 21 3 97 
0/ 
:o 8.2 52.6 14.4 21.7 3.1 100% 
Total * 16 146 ■37 35 6 240 
0 6.7 60.8 15.4 14.6 2.5 100% 
Chi- 
Square 
(L 
& M) 
13.29 
K = 0 11 20 18 5 54 
0 20.4 37 33.3 9.3 100% 
L ? 6 15 35 23 10 89 
■J 6.7 16.9 39.3 25.8 11 .2 99.9% 
M = 6 27 16 40 8 97 
j 6.2 27.8 16.5 41 .2 8.3 100% 
Total 
0 
12 
5.0 
53 
22.1 
71 
29.6 
81 
33.8 
23 
9.5 
240 
100% 
K 5 27 9 11 2 54 
,3 9.3 50 16.7 20.3 3.7 100% 
! 2 47 18 22 0 89 
C/ 2.3 52.8 20.2 24.7 0 100% 
M T 
0/ 
0 
2 
2.1 
37 
38.1 
30 
30.9 
19 
19.6 
9 
9.3 
97 
100% 
Total rr 
01 
,0 
9 
3.7 
111 
46.3 
57 
23.7 
52 
21.7 
11 
4.6 
240 
100% 
K u 
Of 
10 
13 
24.1 
20 
37 
11 
20.4 
8 
14.8 
2 
3.7 
54 
100% 
L # 
0/ 
4 
4.5 
34 
38.2 
26 
29.2 
21 
23.6 
4 
4.5 
89 
100% 
M # 
% 
11 
11.3 
41 
42.3 
17 
17.5 
23 
23.7 
5 
5.2 
97 
100% 
Total # 
% 
28 
11.6 
95 
39.6 
54 
22.5 
52 
21.7 
11 
4.6 
240 
100% 
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Table 5 (continued) 
Ques¬ 
tion 
8 
9 
10 
11 
AGREE NEUTRAL DISAGREE 
Chi- 
Square 
(L 
Total & M) Community SA A N D SD 
K # 5 20 19 8 2 54 
0/ 
10 9.3 37 35.2 14.8 3.7 100% 
L # 4 52 11 21 1 89 
Of 
/o 4.5 58.4 12.4 23.6 1.1 100% 
M # 12 45 21 19 0 97 
0/ 
.0 12.4 46.3 21.7 19.6 0 100% 
Total # 21 117 51 48 3 240 
Of 
,0 8.7 48.8 21.3 20.0 1.2 100% 
K # 4 19 9 18 4 54 
% 7.4 35.2 16.7 33.3 7.4 100% 
L # 6 20 20 38 5 89 
% 6.7 22.5 22.5 42.7 5.6 100% 
M # 8 23 25 33 8 97 
7o 8.3 23.7 25.7 34.0 8.3 100% 
Total # 18 62 54 89 17 240 
Of 
iQ 7.5 25.8 22.5 37.1 7.1 100% 
K # 18 25 4 6 1 54 
Of 
• '0 33.3 46.3 7.4 11.1 1.9 100% 
L * 8 63 7 7 4 89 
% 9 70.8 7.9 7.9 4.4 100% 
M # 34 40 12 7 4 97 
Of 
/o 35.1 41.2 12.4 7.2 4.1 100% 
Total # 60 128 23 20 9 240 
% 25 53.3 9.6 8.3 3.8 100% 
K # 3 5 14 20 12 54 
% 5.6 9.3 25.9 37 22.2 100% 
L # 
% 
4 
4.5 
11 
12.4 
16 
18 
49 
55 
9 
10.1 
89 
100% 
M # 
% 
4 
4.1 
24 
24.7 
11 
11.3 
37 
38.1 
21 
21.7 
97 
99.9% 
Total # 
% 
11 
4.6 
40 
16.7 
41 
17 
106 
44.2 
42 
17.5 
240 
100% 
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Table 5 (continued) 
Ques¬ 
tion 
12 
13 
14 
15 
Chi - 
AGREE NEUTRAL DISAGREE Square 
-(  
Community SA A N D SD Total & M) 
K # 0 11 14 21 8 54 
% 0 20.4 25.9 38.9 14.8 100% 
L # 2 19 •20 39 9 89 
% 2.3 21.3 22.5 43.8 10.1 100% 
M # 7 26 11 39 14 97 
0/ 
/o 7.2 26.8 11.3 40.2 14.4 99.9% 
Total # 9 56 45 99 31 240 
% 4 23.3 18.7 41 16 100% 
K # 10 26 6 9 3 54 
% 18.5 48.1 11.1 16.7 5.6 100% 
L # 13 50 13 10 3 89 
% 14.6 56.2 14.6 11.2 3.4 100% 
M # 20 51 17 8 1 97 
C/ 
to 20.6 52.6 17.5 8.3 1.0 100% 
Total # 43 ' 127 36 27 7 240 
% 17.9 52.9 15 11.3 2.9 1 00'.a 
K # 8 35 3 5 3 54 
0/ 
io 14.8 64.8 5.6 9.2 5.6 100% 
L # 25 49 7 7 1 89 
0/ 
iO 28.1 55 7.9 7.9 1.1 100% 
M # 
0/ 
/O 
24 
24.7 
54 
55.7 
12 
12.4 
6 
6.2 
1 
1.0 
97 
100% 
Total n 
0/ 
to 
57 
23.8 
138 
57.5 
22 
9.2 
18 
7.5 
5 
2.0 
240 
100% 
K # 
0/ 
to 
5 
9.3 
9 
16.7 
18 
33.3 
15 
27.8 
7 
12.9 
54 
100% 
L # 
% 
3 
3.4 
20 
22.5 
17 
19.1 
33 
37 
16 
18 
89 
100% 
M # 
Of 
to 
5 
5.2 
14 
14.4 
22 
22.7 
47 
48.4 
9 
9.3 
97 
100% 
Total # 
% 
13 
5.4 
43 
17.9 
57 
23.8 
95 
39.6 
32 
13.3 
240 
100% 
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Table 5 (continued) 
Ques¬ 
tion 
16 
17 
18 
19 
Community 
AGREE NEUTRAL DISAGREE 
Chi - 
Square 
(L 
Total & M) SA A N D SD 
K # 3 24 15 8 4 54 
% 5.6 44.4 27.8 14.8 7.4 100% 
L # 7 44 '24 13 1 89 
% 7.9 49.4 27.0 14.6 1.1 100% 
M # 10 47 27 10 3 97 
0/ 
10 10.3 48.5 27.8 10.3 3.1 100% 
Total # 20 115 66 31 8 240 1.85 
Of 
/o 8.3 47.9 27.5 12.9 3.3 99.9% 
K # 5 12 18 14 5 54 
% 9.3 22.2 33.3 25.9 9.3 100% 
L # 8 26 16 30 9 89 
% 9.0 29.2 18 33.7 10.1 100% 
M # 17 • 37 24 13 6 97 
0/ 
to 17.5 38.1 24.7 13.4 6.2 99.9% 
Total * 30 75 58 57 20 240 4.64 
0/ 
/O 12.5 31.3 24.2 23.7 8.3 100% 
K # 4 14 12 19 5 54 
0/ 
10 7.4 25.9 22.2 35.2 9.3 100% 
L # 6 18 10 46 9 89 
0/ 
iO 6.7 20.2 11.3 51.7 10.1 100% 
M # 18 25 22 30 2 97 
«?/ 
to 18.6 25.8 22.7 30.9 2.0 100% 
Total 4 28 57 44 95 16 240 
Of 
tO 11.7 23.7 18.3 39.6 6.7 100% 
K 4 
% 
4 
7.4 
36 
66.7 
9 
16.7 
5 
9.2 
0 
0 
54 
100% 
L # 
% 
7 
7.9 
54 
60.7 
22 
24.7 
6 
6.7 
0 
0 
89 
100% 
M # 
0/ 
/0 
8 
8.3 
43 
44.3 
23 
23.7 
19 
19.6 
4 
4.1 
97 
100% 
Total # 
0/ 
/0 
19 
7.9 
133 
55.4 
54 
22.5 
30 
12.5 
4 
1.7 
240 
100% 
Table 5 (continued) 
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Ques¬ 
tion Community 
AGREE NEUTRAL DISAGREE 
Total 
Chi - 
Square 
(L 
& M) SA A N D SD 
20 K # 2 1 3 16 32 54 
0/ 
iO 3.7 1.9 5.6 29.6 59.2 100% 
L * 2 1 6 27 53 89 <?/ 
10 2.3 1.1 6.7 30.3 59.6 100% 
M § 4 4 17 22 50 97 
0/ 
•o 4.1 4.1 17.5 22.7 51.6 100% 
Total # 8 6 26 65 135 240 7.99 0/ 
3 3.3 2.5 10.8 27.1 56.3 100% 
21 K = 21 20 7 5 1 54 
r‘f 38.9 37 12.9 9.3 1.9 100% 
L * 43 35 7 1 3 89 
48.3 39.3 7.9 1.1 3.4 100% 
M « 50 36 3 6 2 97 
:/ 51.5 37.1 3.1 6.2 2.1 100% 
Total - 114 91 17 12 6 240 5.58 
47.5 37.9 7.1 5.0 2.5 100% 
22 K # 15 11 7 13 8 54 
% 27.8 20.4 12.9 24.1 14.8 100% 
L * 22 17 8 33 9 89 
-V 
10 24.7 19.1 9 37.1 10.1 100% 
M F 30 13 2 27 25 97 
C/ 
10 30.9 13.4 2.1 27.8 25.8 100% 
Total ? 67 41 17 73 42 240 13.17 
0/ 
jO 27.9 17.1 7.1 30.4 17.5 100% 
K = urban; L = suburban; M = rural. 
# = number of raw score responses; % = percent of raw score responses. 
p< .05 with four degrees of freedom = 9.488. 
California, was used to determine the numeric as well as the narra¬ 
tive analyses. 
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Responses to the 22 questionnaire items were condensed in the 
narrative from 5 to 3: agree, neutral, and disagree. Agree is the 
sum of strongly agree (SA) and agree (A) responses and disagree equals 
the sume of responses disagree (D) and strongly disagree (SD). 
The hypothesis was tested in its null form and rejected at 0.05 
level of significance. The expected value of chi-square is 9.488 with 
four degrees of freedom. Chi-square was calculated for the suburban 
(L) and rural (M) groups. Urban community reponses were excluded from 
statistical analysis due to their small size and the observed frequency 
of having more than one zero response. The urban community responses 
were included in the narrative. 
The first questionnaire item stated that students assisted "in the 
establishment of daily class rules and regulations". The overall group 
responded in disagreement; i.e., 43.7 percent. Those attending high 
school in rural (M) communities expressed the largest disagreement of 
48.4 percent. Urban (K) responses were evenly divided between agree¬ 
ment and disagreement; both responses were 42.6 percent. Suburban (L) 
respondents were 39.4 percent in agreement and 44.9 percent in disagree¬ 
ment. A chi-square value of 10.25 was calculated. The null hypothesis 
was rejected. There was a significant difference among the group 
responses. 
"Corporal punishment was widely used" was the second question- 
naire item. The major sample response was 64.6 percent in disagree¬ 
ment. Each group disagreed that corporal punishment was widely used 
in their schools. The surburban group registered the strongest dis¬ 
agreement, that of 77.5 percent. There was no significant difference 
among the sample. 
"Stern teachers are caring teachers" was the third item. Total 
group responses were 33.3 percent in agreement, 35.4 percent neutral, 
and 31.3 percent in disagreement. The majority response was neutral, 
indicating students were unable to respond. Those that attended high 
school in the suburban community registered the largest disagreement 
response, 39.3 percent. The major urban and rural group responses 
were in agreement at 44.4 percent and 41.3 percent, respectively. A 
chi-square value of 13.33 supported rejecting the null hypothesis. 
There are significant differences among the groups. 
In response to question four, "Teachers controlled their class¬ 
room" the majority, 67.5 percent, were in agreement. Majority re¬ 
sponses among urban, suburban, and rural community groups were 56.7 
percent, 75.3 percent, and 60.8 percent in agreement, respectively. 
A chi-square value of 13.29 was calculated, supporting the rejection 
of the null hypothesis. The sample differences are significant. 
"In high school your behavior was exemplary1 was the fifth ques¬ 
tionnaire item. Approximately 43.3 percent of the total disagreed 
with this item. The rural community registered the largest disagree¬ 
ment, 49.5 percent. Urban and suburban community groups also dis¬ 
agreed, 43.3 percent and 37 percent, respectively. A chi-square 
value of 15.0 was calculated and the null hypothesis was rejected. 
Differences among the sample are significant. 
questionnaire item six stated, "Teachers were fair when they 
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administered punishment". The major group response was approximately 
50 percent in agreement. All samples agreed: urban 59.3 percent; 
suburban, 55.1 percent; and rural, 40.2 percent. Approximately 30.9 
percent of the rural community was neutral. Suburban and rural com¬ 
munities registered 20.2 percent and 16.7 percent neutral responses, 
respectively. There appeared to be a significant difference among 
sample responses. 
Each community group indicated agreement to question seven, "Stern 
teachers showed interest in my academic performance". The total ave¬ 
rage response was 51.2 percent. The urban sample registered the high¬ 
est agreement, 61.1 percent. This sample's response suggests acceptance 
of authoritarian classroom discipline. A chi-square value of 5.67 was 
calculated; at this level the null hypothesis was accepted. No s.igni- 
ficant difference was indicated. 
Total group responses to item eight, "Most teachers were authori¬ 
tative" registered 57.5 percent in agreement with 21.2 percent in dis¬ 
agreement. A majority of each group agreed to this statement. No 
significant difference was apparent. 
Teacher-caused student misbehavior was examined in question nine. 
Among the urban sample, 42.6 percent agreed and 40.7 percent disagreed. 
A majority, 44.2 percent, disagreed that teachers caused student mis¬ 
behavior. Chi-square was calculated at 1.75; the null hypothesis was 
accepted. There was no significant difference among sample responses. 
The statement that teachers informed you of their goals at the 
beginning of the academic year was examined in question ten. Each 
group agreed by more than 75 percent. A chi-square value of 22.24 
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was calculated and the null hypothesis was rejected. There was a 
significant difference among the sample. 
In high school there was a lot of violence and vandalism" 
stated item 11. The major group response disagreed by 51.2 percent. 
The rural samples expressed the largest percentage of agreement, 28.7 
percent. Chi-square was calculated at 11.9 and the null hypothesis 
was rejected. There was a significant difference among responses. 
Disagreement is the major sample response to question 12. A chi- 
square value of 7.23, which is not significant, was obtained. A 
majority of 56 percent disagree teachers held the student in low regard. 
A difference does exist among suburban and rural groups regarding their 
levels of agreement. 
In item 13, the preferred response agrees that "Maintaining an 
orderly classroom is a major problem for new high school teachers". 
A nonsignificant chi-square value of 2.91 was calculated. The null 
hypothesis was rejected. 
To situation 14, "Able to communicate with your high school 
teacher" 81.3 percent of the three groups agreed. A chi-square value 
of 1.31 was not significant. 
Considering item 15, "The failure of student-teacher communication 
is the student's fault" 52.9 disagreed. The major response for each 
group was in disagreement. A chi-square value of 6.27 which was not 
significant was calculated. 
In response to item 16, "Teachers were concerned about your goals" 
a total of 56.2 percent agreed. Chi-square was calculated at 1.85, 
which was not sufficient. 
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For item 17, "Students that achieved academic excellence were 
non-rebel 1ious" the sample perference was 43.8 percent in agreement. 
A nonsignificant chi-square value of 4.64 was calculated. The rural 
group's preference was 55.6 percent, exhibiting the strongest level 
of agreement. 
To disciplinary problem 18, "Strict teachers taught you more than 
lenient teachers" the total desired group preference was 46.3 percent 
in disagreement. A chi-square value of 19.15, indicating significant 
difference, was calculated. More than 30 percent difference existed 
between the percentage of disagreement indicated by rural and suburban 
groups. 
In response to question 19, "Can student input in developing 
classroom rules and regulations reduce misbehavior" 63.3 percent agreed. 
Each group registered strong agreement. There was no significant dif¬ 
ference among the responses. 
The response to question 20, "In high school I was a disciplinary 
problem" 83.4 percent of the sample disagreed. A chi-square value of 
7.99 indicated no significant difference was calculated. 
For question 21, "I enjoyed my high school years" 85.4 percent of 
the sample population agreed. A chi-square value of 5.58 was calculated 
indicating no significant difference. 
Question 22, "In high school you never went to the principal's 
office for misbehavior in class" elicited a majority response of 47.9 
percent in disagreement. A significant difference was calculated by 
the chi-square test, 13.17. 
A chi-square value was calculated for 18 of the questionnaire 
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items. For seven items the null hypothesis was rejected; it was not 
rejected for the nine questions remaining. On the basis of the cal¬ 
culated chi-square values, the null hypothesis was not rejected. 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The summary, conclusions, recommendations, and recommendations for 
future studies are presented in this chapter. The summary is an over¬ 
view of the information in Chapters One, Two, and Three. Conclusions, 
recommendations, and recommendations for future study are a direct 
result of the data reported in Chapter Four. 
Summary 
Achieving and maintaining classroom discipline in the 1960s and 
1970s according to Bayh (1975) and Swift (1971) were major concerns 
among classroom teachers. This concern is shared by many in the 
teaching profession. Junior and senior high school instructors 
share a greater concern regarding classroom discipline than elementary 
school teachers. 
A review of the literature revealed that high school students are 
not involved in efforts to solve the classroom discipline problem. The 
failure of educators to consider student input as it relates to the 
classroom discipline problem is a hindrance to the solution process. 
Educators such as Glasser (1978) and Feldhusen (1981) call for a com¬ 
bined effort among teacher, administrators, community leaders, parents, 
and students to work toward a solution. However, such requests have 
not come to fruition in the classroom since students do not participate 
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in classroom governance. 
The scope of the high school discipline problem exceeds expecta¬ 
tions while the level of violence, drug abuse, alcohol abuse, and theft 
in school increases, according to the 1974 Safe Schools Report. In 
addition to increased antisocial behavior on the part of students, 
teachers in schools where insignificant student misbehavior problems 
exist for their safety. 
The causes of contempoarary classroom discipline problems are 
varied. They include factors internal and external to the school 
environment. This study examined those factors internal to the school 
since the potential for teachers to affect this factor is greater. Re¬ 
duction of the internal causative factors would have a positive and 
immediate impact on the classroom environment. 
Techniques used by classroom teachers are based on three classroom 
disciplinary theories: authoritarianism, behavioral ism, and humanism. 
Of the three theoretical approaches, authoritarianism and behavioral ism 
are the least desirable. The humanistic approach is the most desired 
approach; it places the student in a position of participation, while 
avoiding dictatorial or minapulative discipline teachniques. In their 
extreme interpretations neither disciplinary theory is acceptable. 
Coleman (1982) pointed out that high school youth in public insti¬ 
tutions believe their teachers are not interested in their performance. 
This lack of teacher interest in student performance and goal achieve¬ 
ment is significant and needs to be addressed. Students need to know 
teachers are concerned about their interests and goals. 
The researcher wanted to learn what the student's attitude was 
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toward classroom discipline which he/she experienced while in high 
school. If differences of opinion exist among first-year college 
students based on their sex or the community in which they attended 
high school, it was not apparent in this investigation. The consensus 
of opinion among the student groups suggests commonality. 
The main thrust of this investigation was to examine the stu¬ 
dent's attitude as it related to high school classroom discipline. 
To determine the student's attitude toward classroom discipline, a 
questionnaire was prepared, validated by a three-member panel that was 
knowledgeable in high school discipline, and administered to a strat¬ 
ified random sample of first-year college students in the northeastern 
United States. 
The questionnaire consisted of 22 items with five responses to 
each item. For each item, respondents selected one of the five 
responses. In addition, information was collected which indicated 
the student's age, sex, annual family income, community attended high 
school, grade-point average, year of graduation, and type of high 
school attended. All usuable data collected by the survey instrument 
were reported in raw scores and percentages. The hypotheses were 
rejected at the .05 level of significance. Results of the analyses 
were presented in narrative and tabular form. 
Conclusions 
Findings from this study indicate the following conclusions: 
1. In the three groups tested, respondents indicated almost 
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no input in establishing daily class rules and 
regulations. 
2. A majority of the group responses agreed that corporal 
punishment was not widely used in the high school they 
attended. 
3. Each group agreed that maintaining discipline in the 
classroom is a major problem for new high school 
classroom teachers. 
4. A majority of the respondents disagree that the break¬ 
down in student-teacher communication is the student's 
fault. 
5. Each university group agreed that teachers expressed a 
concern regarding their goal development. 
6. The three university groups agreed that classroom 
teachers were authoritative. 
7. A majority of the respondents agreed that greater 
student input into the development of classroom rules 
and regulations would reduce misbehavior in the class¬ 
room. 
8. Strict teachers, according to a majority of the 
respondents, were not considered to have taught more 
to their students. 
9. Respondents in each group agreed that in their high 
school a lot of violence and vandalism did not exist. 
10. The majority of each group agreed that punishment was 
administered fairly and stern teachers took a greater 
106 
1. Study the effect student attitudes have on discipline in 
the classroom. 
2. Classroom teachers who achieve constructive discipline 
should be studied and their techniques shared as a 
guide for others. 
3. Educators need to continue exploring high school 
students' attitudes toward the school discipline 
problem. 
4. The differences among high school students should be 
identified and analyzed as they relate to school 
discipline. 
5. Examine the classroom teachers' attitude toward 
permitting student involvement in the daily 
governance of the high school classroom. 
6. Implement research projects that encourage student 
involvement in classroom discipline. 
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interest in their academic performance. 
11. Each group's tendency regarding the three hypotheses 
indicated acceptance of the hypotheses. 
Recommendations 
The following recommendations are based on the study's findings 
and conclusions: 
1. More student input is recommended in efforts to address 
the classroom discipline problem. 
2. Increased student involvement in the development of 
daily classroom governance is recommended. 
3. It is recommended that classroom teachers encourage 
constructive dialogue between student and teacher. 
4. Educators that advocate greater student involvement 
in solving the classroom discipline problem must be 
vocal and supportive of their beliefs. 
5. Educators need to make greater efforts to involve 
students in the classroom discipline problem 
solut-ions process. 
Recommendations for Future Study 
From this investigation, the findings have led to conclusions 
that support future study related to the student and his/her atti¬ 
tudes toward discipline in the high school: 
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STUDY QUESTIONNAIRE 
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PARTICIPANT CONSENT FORM 
The purpose of this survey is to examine your attitude towards 
secondary classroom disciplinary procedures employed by instructors in 
the public school. By participating in this survey you will provide 
substantive information on a group of successful high school students 
generally overlooked by literature or classroom discipline. This in¬ 
formation will be significant as educators re-assess disciplinary 
practices, in an effort to address the discipline problem. 
If you elect to participate in this survey, you will be required 
to respond to a series of questions and sign the consent form below. 
The answers to these questions will represent your attitude towards 
classroom discipline when you were in high school. Each survey 
participant is free to withdraw their consent and to discontinue parti¬ 
cipation at any time without prejudice to the subject. 
I would like to thank those that participate in this study. Your 
participation will assist me in completing a requirement for my doctoral 
degree at the University of Massachusetts at Amherst. Please return all 
completed questionnaire to your professor. 
All responses to this questionnaire will be confidential. Neither 
the participant's name nor the name of the institution will be divulged. 
If you have any questions concerning the research procedure, contact the 
investigator at the address below or the cooperating professor. 
I, (Signature) 
, consent to participate 
in this survey. 
If you refuse to participate, return this form and questionnaire to your 
instructor. Thank you. 
For further information, contact: Arthur L. Harris, III, Investigator 
512 North Center Street 
Pottsville, PA 17901 
Arthur L. Harris, III 
Department of Instructoral 
Leadership 
College of Education 
University of Massachusetts 
Amherst, MA 01102 
DEMOGRAPHICS 
Check the ONE appropriate response for each question. 
1. Age: 1. 17-19 years 
2. 20-21 years 
3. 22-30 years 
4. 31 and over 
2. Sex: 1. Male 
2. Female 
3. Annual family income: 
1. $0-6,000 
2. $6,001-12,000 
3. $12,001-24,000 
4. $24,001 and up 
4. Community in which you attended high school: 
1. Urban 
2. Suburban 
3. Rural 
5. Grade-point average upon leaving high school: 
1. 4.00-3.50 
2. 3.49-2.90 
3. 2.89-2.00 
4. 1.99 and below 
6. Year you graduate from high school: 
1. 1981 
2. 1982 
3. 1983 
4. Other 
7. The high school you attended was: 
1. Public 
2. Parochial 
3. Private 
4. Other 
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Questionnaire Directions 
At the left of each question are five (5) possible responses. The 
responses range from strongly agree (SA) to strongly disagree (SD). 
Place a check in the square to the right that best agrees with your 
personal feelings. Base your response on your senior high school 
classroom experience. This survey is seeking to gain information on 
your attitude towards classroom discipline. There is no wrong or 
right answer. 
In responding to these questions be as forthright as possible. 
Your candid responses are deeply appreciated and will be held in strict 
confidence. 
Levels of Response: 1. SA - Strongly Agree 
2. A - Agree 
3. N - Neutral 
4. D - Disagree 
5. SD - Strongly Disagree 
Response level one is the most positive, while the fifth response 
level is the most negative. A neutral (N) response simply means that 
you cannot respond to the question. 
Questionnaire 
1. 
2. 
Students assisted in the establish¬ 
ment of daily class rules and 
regulations. 
Corporal punishment was widely 
used. 
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3. Stern teachers are caring 
teachers. 
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4. Teachers controlled their 
classroom. 
5. In high school your behavior 
was exemplary. 
6. Teachers administered punish¬ 
ment fairly. 
7. Stern teachers showed interest 
in my academic performance. 
8. Most teachers were authoritarian. 
9. Teachers in high school are 
responsible for student mis¬ 
behavior in class. 
10. Your high school teachers at 
the beginning of the school 
year let you know their goals 
and objectives. 
11. In high school there was a lot 
violence and vandalism. 
12. Many high school teachers held 
the student in low regard. 
13. Maintaining an orderly class¬ 
room rules and regulations 
would reduce misbehavior. 
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14. You were able to communicate 
with your high school 
teachers. 
15. The failure of student- 
teacher communication is 
generally the student's fault. 
16. Teachers were concerned about 
your goals. 
17. Students that achieved 
academic excellence were 
non-rebel lie. 
18. Strict teachers taught you 
more than lenient teachers. 
19. More student input in 
developing classroom rules 
and regulations would re¬ 
duce misbehavior. 
20. In high school I was a 
disciplinary problem. 
21. I enjoyed my high school 
years. 
22. In high school you never went to 
the principal's office for mis¬ 
behavior. 
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COMPOSITE RESPONSES TO DISCIPLINARY SURVEY 
118 
119 
Question 1. 
Agree 
SA 
Table 6 
Composite Responses to Disciplinary Survey 
Students assisted in the establishment of daily 
class rules and regulations. 
Neutral Disagree 
A_N_D_SD 
E 
J 
K 
L 
N 
0 
Q 
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Table 6 
Composite Responses to Disciplinary Survey 
Question 2. Corporal punishment was widely used. 
Agree Neutral Disagree 
SA_A_N_D_SD 
E 
F 
G 
H 
I 
J 
K 
L 
M 
N 
0 
P 
Q 
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Table 6 
Composite Responses to Disciplinary Survey 
Question 3. Stern teachers are caring teachers. 
Agree Neutral Disagree 
SA_A_N_D_SD 
E 
F 
G 
H 
I 
J 
K1 K1 
L 
M 
N 
0 
P 
Q 
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Table 6 
Composite Responses to Disciplinary Survey 
Question 4. Teachers controlled their classroom. 
Agree Neutral Disagree 
SA_A_N_D_SD 
E 
F 
G 
H 
I 
J 
K 
L 
M 
N 
0 
P 
Q 
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Table 6 
Composite Responses to Disciplinary Survey 
Question 5. In high school your behavior was exemplary. 
Agree Neutral Disagree 
SA A 
0 
I 
K 
L 
N 
D_SD 
E 
F 
G 
H 
J 
M 
Q 
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Table 6 
Composite Responses to Disciplinary Survey 
Question 6. Teachers administered punishment fairly. 
Agree Neutral Disagree 
SA_A_N_D_SD 
E 
F 
G 
H 
I 
J 
K 
L 
M 
N 
0 
Q 
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Table 6 
Composite Responses to Disciplinary Survey 
Question 7. Stern Teachers showed interest in my academic 
performance. 
Agree Neutral Disagree 
SA_A_N_D_SD 
E 
F 
G 
H 
I 
J 
K 
L 
M 
N 
0 
P 
Q 
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Table 6 
Composite Responses to Disciplinary Survey 
Question 8. Most teachers were authoritarian. 
Agree Neutral Disagree 
SA_A_N_D_SD 
E 
F 
G 
H 
I 
J 
K 
L 
M 
N 
0 
P 
Q 
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Table 6 
Composite Responses to Disciplinary Survey 
Question 9. Teachers in high school are responsible for 
student misbehavior in the class. 
Agree Neutral Disagree 
SA_A_N_D_SD 
E1 E1 
F 
G 
H 
I 
J 
K 
L 
M 
N 
0 
P 
Q 
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Table 6 
Composite Responses to Disciplinary Survey 
Question 10. Your high school teachers at the beginning of 
the school year let you know their goals and 
objectives. 
Agree Neutral Disagree 
SA_A_N_D_SD 
E 
F 
G 
H 
I 
J 
K 
L 
M 
N 
0 
P 
Q 
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Table 6 
Composite Responses to Disciplinary Survey 
Question 11. In high school there was a lot of violence and 
vandalism. 
Agree Neutral Disagree 
SA A N D SD 
q1 Q1 
E 
F 
6 
H 
I 
J 
K 
L 
M 
N 
0 
P 
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Table 6 
Composite Responses to Disciplinary Survey 
Question 12. Many high school teachers held the student in 
low regard. 
Agree Neutral Disagree 
SA_A_N_D_SD 
E 
F 
G 
H 
I 
J 
K 
L 
M 
N 
0 
P 
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Table 6 
Composite Responses to Disciplinary Survey 
Question 13. Maintaining an orderly classroom is a major 
problem for new high school teachers. 
Agree Neutral Disagree 
SA_A_N_D_SD 
E 
F 
G1 G1 
H 
I 
J 
K 
L 
M 
N 
0 
P 
Q 
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Table 6 
Composite Responses to Disciplinary Survey 
Question 14. You were able to communicate with your high 
school teachers. 
Agree Neutral Disagree 
SA_A_N_D_SD 
E 
F 
G 
H 
I 
J 
K 
L 
M 
N 
0 
P 
Q 
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Table 6 
Composite Responses to Disciplinary Survey 
Question 15. The failure of student-teacher communications 
is generally the student's fault. 
Agree Neutral Disagree 
SA A N D SD 
E 
F 
G 
H 
I 
J 
K 
L 
M 
N 
0 
P 
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Table 6 
Composite Responses to Disciplinary Survey 
Question 16. Teachers were concerned about your goals. 
Agree Neutral Disagree 
SA_A_N_D_SD 
E 
F 
G 
H 
I 
J 
K 
L 
M 
N 
0 
P 
135 
Table 6 
Composite Responses to Disciplinary Survey 
Question 17. Students that achieved academic excellence 
were non-rebel 1ious. 
Agree 
SA A 
Neutral Disagree 
D SD 
M 
N 
0 
P 
Q 
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Table 6 
Composite Responses to Disciplinary Survey 
Question 18. Strict teachers taught you more than lenient 
teachers. 
Agree Neutral Disagree 
SA_A_N_D_SD 
E 
F 
G 
H 
I 
J 
K 
L 
M 
N 
0 
P 
137 
Table 6 
Composite Responses to Disciplinary Survey 
Question 19. More student input in developing classroom 
rules and regulations would reduce mis¬ 
behavior. 
Agree 
SA A 
H 
I 
J 
K 
L 
M 
N 
0 
P 
Neutral Pisagree 
N_D_SD 
E 
F 
G 
Q 
138 
Table 6 
Composite Responses to Disciplinary Survey 
Question 20. In high school I was a disciplinary problem. 
Agree Neutral Disagree 
SA_A_N_D_SD 
E 
F 
G1 G1 
H 
I 
J 
K 
L 
M 
N 
0 
P 
Q 
139 
Table 6 
Composite Responses to Disciplinary Survey 
Question 21. I enjoyed my high school years. 
Agree Neutral Disagree 
SA 
F 
G* 1 
H 
I 
J 
K 
L 
M 
N 
0 
A 
E 
P 
N D SD 
Q 
140 
Table 6 
Composite Responses to Disciplinary Survey 
Question 22. In high school you never went to the principal's 
office for misbehavior. 
Agree 
SA A 
Neutral Disagree 
D SD 
1. Indicates that the highest percentile values were the same to 
one decimal point. 
Scale 
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Category cot 
Sex 
Male p 
Female p 
Income 
$ 0 - 6000 G 
$ 6,001 - 12,000 H 
$12,001 - 24,000 I 
$24,001 - Plus j 
Community 
Urban « 
Suburban L 
Rural M 
Grade-Point Average 
4.00 - 3.5 N 
3.49 - 2.9 0 
2.89 - 2.0 P 
1.99- and less Q 


